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ALTERNATIVES 


t 


These alternatives present a broad range of possibilities including, but not 
limited to, all of the alternatives now advocated within the : Government . Each 
alternative is intended to be a coherent military, political 1 and negotiating 
strategy. The alternatives are grouped according to basic national objectives. 

The first three are oriented to victory, the next three to a compromise settlement, 
and the last to extracation. The military strategies described under alternatives I, 
II, III, could be used to pursue tile objectives described under alternatives IV, 
and V. Other options are possibly based , on different combinations of military 
and negotiating strategies. 

' t 


A. Strategies Aimed at Communist "Fade Away 11 or Negotiated Victory 


I. Military Escalation . 

Expanded military operations, from resumption of bombing, or ground 
operations into Cambodia, to limited or full invasion of North Vietnam, aimed at 
obtaining withdrawal of all Communist subversive forces in lj-2 years with maintenance^ 

of current GVN. 


II. Current Military Posture . j 

Continue current force levels and pressures, aimed at withdrawal or 
destruction of all NVA/VC forces and structure in 1-2 years ‘(but perhaps longer), 
leaving current GVN in power. We would Insist in Paris on withdrawal of all Communist; 
forces. | 


III. Small Unit Counter-Insurgency Strategy . I 

r»ARtnicturing of U.S. and ARVN into small units deployed with 

RF/PF throughout populated areas and supported by large reserve system arid improved 
police activities . Tacit threat in negotiations that with such changes, U.S. can 
remain in Vietnam a long time and put meaningful pressure onj NLF . 

B. Strategies Aimed at Compromise Settlement j 

' I I 

IV. Negotiated Political Compromise Settlement: With Alternative Military 

Strategy . i 

Seek to negotiate in Paris a compromise political settlement involving 
a coalition government or elections. Mutual withdrawal or cease-fire acceptable 
only as part of an agreed overall settlement. j 


V. Negotiate Mutual Withdrawal Only? With Alternative Military Strategy . 

Seek to negotiate in Paris a mutual withdrawal with Hanoi only, rather 
than involving the US directly in negotiations for a political settlement. . 


VI. Substantial Reduction in U.S. Presence While Seeking Compromise 
Settlement . ' . | 

Withdrawal of between 100,000 and 200,000 men in the first year and ! 
probably additional withdrawals thereafter, while seeking to negotiate a compromise 
settlement. Willingness to stay indefinitely at reduced level (and reduced cost) to be 
used to bargain for NVA withdrawal in exchange for total U.£jl. withdrawal. 


C, Strategy to Extricate the U.S. 



VII. Unilateral Withdrawal of All U.S. Forces. 


This course involves a U.S. decision (publicly 
to withdraw all U.S, forces from SVN in one 
agreement^ is reached in Paris. It. has no 
might beoome necessary if some of the oth 
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SOME RELEVANT ISSUES NOW IN SYSTEMATIC DISPUTE 

* i 

I 

Before discussing individual options in detail, something must be said 
about the state of controversy existing now within the U.S. Government. 

It is natural for. the complexity and uncertainties of choice in Vietnam 
to be reflected in disagreement over the prospects and merits of partic- 
ular strategies. But current disagreement over realities and future 
prospects is not only acute (there is not even agreement, in many cases, 
on the relevant range of uncertainty), and fundamental; it is systematic, 
in the coherence of sets of opinions and of opinion-holders. It is 
important for the President to be aware of this distinct cleavage in 
opinion, which- is highly likely to persist well into the new Administra- 
tion. Its systematic nature would not emerge adequately from a discussion 
of options one by one. 

There are, in fact,- two principal, opposed bodies of opinion, each more 
or less reflecting the same body of current data — with its gaps, ambigui- 
ties, and contradictions — but bringing to it differences in experience, 
assumptions, perceptions of U.S. interests, and sense of relevance. The 
split in views runs through the evaluation of each option and affects 
perspectives on the relevant U.S. aims and alternatives i as well as likely 
outcomes. But differences between the two groups, which will be referred 
to here as Group A and Group B,. show up most clearly ini their perceptions 
of current reality in Vietnam and of, the prospects of tfye current military 
course. \ 



One set of officials, Group A — comprising the highest elements in JCS, 

MACV, AmEmbassy Saigon, some CIA analysts, and most high State officials — 
believe: 

I 

‘ * ■ r i * ♦' 

1. Hanoi is negotiating currently from a sense of weakness and failure; ' 

its very presence in Paris is the strongest sign of this. 

. 1 . •* . 

. , * ♦ ‘ ' . I ^ 

< ^ )' 

2. Enemy losses in 1968 have irreversibly' weakened those f orces ; ; r this fact, ' 

plus current U.S. deployments and, operations forced the withdrawal of 
many. NVA units. 

• 

3. VC/NVA forces "cannot stand 11 the continuation of 1968 loss rates, 

and cannot reduce them without leaving SVN. ! 

: ; i ‘ - - 

I I I ' 

J I 

4. VC/NVA forces can no longer carry out an effective offensive on 
the scale of Tet 1968; if they try, it will fizzle, further, weakening them. 

# j ■‘\! • 

5. The GVN is strengthening rapidly, so much as to 'discourage enemy 

hopes of ultimate political victory after U.S. departure# •* 

* ■ 



6. Hamlet Evaluation Survey (HES) statistics showing a new high 
(hamlets rated "A, " "B," or "C" « 73% of population) indicate a genuinely 
high level and favorable trend in "population control" by the GVN. 
(Ratings of hamlets by district advisors on various criteria : 

lead to grades from A to E, with "A" being ’’most secure," 

D and E ' Vf!-contr*n1 1 ) I 
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7. Failure of VC guerrillas .and local forces strongly} to 
. contest the current "Accelerated Pacification Effort" ( 
(extending RF/PF units to contested hamlets and arresting 
or killing suspected VC agents), reflects VC weakness and 
the absence of support from theNVA units withdrawing.: 


8 . U.S. operations of current scale 


and 




e will lead to 


conditions amounting to victory: "Victory'': meaning ( throughout 

this paper) the destruction dr withdrawal of all NVA units 
in South Vietnam, the destruction, withdrawal of dissolution of 
all (or most) VC forces and apparatus, the permanent j 
cessation of infiltration, and the virtually unchallenged • 
sovereignty of a stable, non-rCommunist regime (essentially 
the current GVN: radical refirms or broadening are not 
regarded by Group A as essential to victory), with no 
significant Communist political role exception an individual,' 
"reconciled" basis. On the. time required for the VC or DRV 
to "crack" and given present | military, programs, opinions in 
Group A vary from almost immediately, to l8 r 24 months,! to 
3-5 years. ! . | 


9. Military escalation would shorten the time needed to 
achieve victory though at higher costs. 


• * 

Group B — including a minority at high levels in State, s'pme 
CIA analysts, most of OSD including the Secretary of Defense — j 
rejects or questions all of the beliefs above. While agreeing j 
that the VC/NVA are surely weaker and the GVN/RVNAF surely 
stronger to some (uncertain) | extent than they appeared 6 months 
ago, and perhaps compared to a year-ago, and that U.S. 
deployments are now more effective. Group B believes: 

, * 4 . * * ; * , i * I 

* . . ! • '".j 

1. The North Vietnamese did. not go to Paris from . U 

weakness or desperation. Their motives are uncertain, but 
probably include a desire to undermine -the GVN/U.S. relations, ' > 
and (more importantly) a Judgment that it would be less 7 7' r j 
costly to negotiate the U.S. out of . South Vietnam — in 
pursuit of ultimate communist victory — than to continue 7 ! 

fighting for another 3-7 years; .' 


2. • There is little reason; to’ Relieve NVA units were • 
"forced" from South Vietnam or, cannot return. Reasons for 
the move are uncertain, but. very likely it was and is 
intended to move U.S. toward substantive discussions in 
Paris, while, improving readiness for future! (possible) 

operations. : ! 7 , .' 

■ * * # 

* • ♦ l. 

3. Though 1968 losses were severe (especially in 
experienced leadership), DRV/VC could "stand" to replace' 

^losses at that rate,' or a much higher rate,; indefinitely: 
certainly in physical terms' of , manpower and: infiltration 
capability, and almost as, certainly in terms of resolution* 
Anyway, VC/NVA forces can control this rat e! r ofr-^ttritlon*-. — 
without quitting the vicinity of SVN; in most* cases,* combat 
contacts have been at their. tactical initiative (i.e., they 
chose to accept high losses in 
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4. Fundamental improvement in RVNAF and GVN is 
conjectural and doubtful. Increase in VC killed by 
HVNAF reflects its increased size and number of operations, 
improved equipment, and still more, increased U.S; air 

and artillery support; and further increases i n these " '! 

factors might increase RVNAF "score” in operations still . ' 
further. But basic improvement in leadership and: ' j 

initiative probably . requires and awaits unequivocal 
evidence that the U.S. means to transfer greater combat 
responsibility from its own forces to RVNAF. The ; same 
applies to reforms and broadening of the GVN (which so far 
has meant mainly replacing Ky supporters with Thieu’s, although 

Huong and his Cabinet represent real improvement). 

• * ! ' < 

* * i » * 

* • # » 

5. In PIES statistics, ”C" hamlets must be regarded as 

"contested," not really "GVN-controlled. " "A" and "B” 

hamlets comprise only 25# of rural population (little ! 
change from January 1967). • Thus, even by these indicators, 

75 % of rural population are still subject to considerable VC 
influence and presence. i 1 








6. Reasons for VC failure to attack cities again or. to 
contest the current pacification efforts, (which are 
benefiting from a guerrilla lull), • are .uncertain, but 
probably do not reflect lack of capability , or essential 
dependence of guerrillas on NVA. VC/NVA™ could probably 
inflict high casualties to US/RVNAF/GVN/civilians in large : 
•offensive, if willing to accept high losses themselves. 

•But a large-scale rural challenge to recent expansion of 
pacification efforts, at moment chosen 'if or dramatic impact, i 
is more likely and could be successful ;if GVN presence i 

becomes over-extended. I | 


7 • Victory — as defined above--is not attainable in any 
reasonable time by the current military approach , ; certainly 
not short of 4-5 years, and possibly (niany in. Group B would 
say probably, others almost certainly) not ever . iNor is it 
assured by military escalations of the type and scale 
considered last spring (e.g. 40# increase in U.S. droops, 
forays into Cambodia and Laos, expanded, bombing of North 
Vietnam). (Some would question sharply the effectiveness of 
such measures, aside from their cost and risk, without ...... 

maintaining that "victory" :1s strictly unattainable: e.g., 

by radically different and unlikely military/political 
' approaches). . j 
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The body of data available in Washington will support to j 
some extent either of these positions, "and is inadequate to ; 
resolve any of these issues, conclusively; In the. past, high- 
level evaluations both in Saigon arid Washington have commonly 


suffered from a strong optimistic bias «•. There are strong 
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bureaucratic and psychological pressures toward this, and they 
can. be assumed to be operating today (and next year); indeed, 
there are some familiar, unmistakable signs of this in current 
reporting and argument. But this consideration alone will not 
resolve all current uncertainties. Bias is not, obviously, 
alone on one side (though in our Vietnam experience, unhappily, 
it has been the optimists who have been most often most wrong), 

i 

, .. * 

Some uncertainties (e.g., short-run trends in pacification, 

RVNAF and GVN improvement) could be ’reduced by disinterested 
field investigation in SVN. But others' (e.g., VC/NVA overall 
capabilities and intentions, Hanoi designs, and above all, 
the impact on Hanoi of new strategies) : could not.; Uncertainties ; 
on these latter matters are ever a factor in controversy,: but 
they are intensified just now because of the fact' that the 
opposing military forces in Vietnam are relatively out of 
contact, with many NVA units withdrawn to the borders or across 
them, and many VC local forces and' guerrilla units lying, low. 



Are enemy units passive because they are weak and blocked, or 
because they are waiting and preparing ■( and inviting 
negotiations), or for other reasons?- There is simply no way 
to resolve this uncertainty in the..shor(t run, with any real 
basis for confidence, vnless the combat situation itself changes; 
yet an interpretation' of this "lull" is; fundamental to a: 
prediction of the consequences, of many., of the current options. 
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BASIC ISSUES 


I. U.S. Political Objectives In South Vietnam j 

i 

A. Is the maintenance of non- Communist South Vietnam (under the present 

or a reformed GVN) of sufficient importance to the U.S. thatiwe should be 
prepared to continue our current effort for as long as necessary (variously 
estimated as 6 months, 1 to 2 years and 3 bo 5 years) . I 

l 

B. Should , .Alternatives be ruled out because they might bring to power 
a Communist regime in SVN by non-peaceful means? JBy peaceful means? 


II. Questions Regarding U.S. Victory or "Fade Away 1 ! | 

A. How should the U.S. respond, if Hanoi begins to return forces to the South 
after a settlement or "fade -away"? What military options would be available? 

Can Hanoi be deterred from future aggression against South Vietnam? 

■ 

j 

* i 

B. If NVA troops f ade-away, but DRV refuses formal agreement to terminate 
war, can the protection against future infiltration be left to KVNAF (with U.S. 
technical and economic assistance)? 

III. U.S. Interests in Southeast Asia 

. • » « 

A. What are U.S. interests in Southeast Asia. 

B. How would alternative outcomes in Vietnam affect these interests. 


SPECIFIC DECISIONS 

i 1 

Sane specific decisions will have to be made right after January 20. These 
can be made so as to keep all options open (or they can close some options) . 
Instructions will, have to be sent to Paris Delegation, Saigon Embassy, and MACV 
indicating what options to keep open and what interim position to take. A decision 
will also have to be made on a public posture (e.g., should I the President make 

a full and frank statement as soon as possible). 

* , » * ■ ► ' 

* , 4 . * , * 
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MILITARY ESCALATION AIMED AT COMMUNIST "FADE- AWAY 11 

OR NEGOTIATED VICTORY I ' ! 



• Expanded military operations, from resumption of bombing, |or ground operations 
into Cambodia, to limited or full Invasion of North Vietnam, aimed at obtaining 
withdrawal of all Communist subversive foroes in 1-2 years with maintenance of 

current GVN. j 

* 

* 

A. Beliefs of Advocates j 

1. Group A beliefs. But also: 

i 

2. Military victory - South Vietnam is on its way to viotory with 

the present course (some would say it has "already been won," i.e. assured ), 
but DRV may not yet recognize or accept this. Even with present constraints, 
the enemy will probably crack within 12-24 months. But with escalated 
pressure, victory would come sooner. 



3. Present constraints allow the -defeat of the enemy's army in South 
Vietnam, but prevent its complete destruction, which cannot be done as 
long as the enemy's zone of communications remains a sanctuary. He can 
rebuild his forces and threaten again the seourity of South Vietnam if he 
is not destroyed once and for all. The military measures proposed below 
would cost more in casualties and dollars, but would make possible a U.S. 
withdrawal— about as soon as by any other approach (i.e. 1-3 years)— that 
would leave a non-Communist GVN much safer in both the short and long run 
than any other approach . 


4. The credible threat, explicit or tacit, of unrestricted bombing or 
limited invasion of North Vietnam might well (some would Say, probably) 
cause the DRV to accept our conditions for victory immediately. 


5. U.S. public opinion and U.S. allies will tolerate course, especially, 
if DRV proves intransigent in Paris or, even more, if VC/NVA fail to de- 
escalate or increase activity. Risk of strong response by Soviets or .' j 

Chinese,: for anything short of full invasion, is slight. J ; j 

. . . I • . i 

B. Military Actions j 

I * . I 

. , . ■ . \ 

1. Option A . Resume pre-Tet pattern of operations: increase ground. ;.! 

operations against base areas, seek maximum attrition of NVA/Main Force f 

units, resume bombing of North Vietnam either up to 20° or on ekrlier pattern. j 
Perhaps ihcrease U.S. forces in South Vietnam to 750,000 or more. ;! 


. 2. Option B . Conduct air and ground operations in Cambodia and 
increase ground operations in Laos aimed at closing VC supply routes, 
destroying units, stockpiles and logistic facilities. j 


3. Option C . Unrestricted bombing, of North Vietnam,! including Hanoi, 
Haiphong and facilities near Chinese border, and mining of Haiphong, aimed 
to destroy will . and capability of DRV to support insurgenoy in .South Vietnam. 
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4. . Option D . Limited invasion of North Vietnam and Laos; amphibious 
landing in southern North Vietnam (perhaps in vicinity of yinh) and perhaps 
move from Thailand into Laos, leading to a line of ground forces within and 
across southern North Vietnam and Laos to the Thai border, to prevent 
infiltration and cut off NVA troops in South Vietnam, 

5* Option E. Any combination of above, 

, ' t 

6. Option F . Full-scale invasion of North Vietnam, aiming at downfall 
of DRV and permanent elimination of North Vietnamese Communist efforts and 
threat to foment insurgency in Southeast Asia. 

C. Paris 

1. Accept GVN lead in negotiations on the assumption lit will insist 
on victory conditions, l.e., withdrawal of all Communist foroes and 
apparatus from SVN, Laos, and Cambodia, except individuals reconciled to 
current GVN. 

2. Accept no restriction on U.S. assistance to allow KVNAF to cope with 

residual security threats after U.S. withdrawal. j 

l 

D. GVN ! 





1. Emphasize need for stability; support present government. 

i 

' t . 

2. Urge but not demand reforms and improvement of RVNAF. 

E. Cost 

1. Budget oosts increase over current $24 billion/year. 

i * - 

- i 

2. Casualties increase over current level (200 fatalities per week). 

! * 
f • 

3* Larger U.S. force-level in Southeast Asia— perhaps needed for 
Option A, probably for Option B, required for Options D and F — would require 
mobilization of reserves in the U.S. 

i : 



4. For limited or full-scale invasion of North Vietnam, planning j 
faotors on which to base estimate of costs and fatalities are not known, 
but in any case should be regarded as subject to great uncertainty; upper 
limits are presently not calculable. | 

F. Consequences. 

i • . ; 

♦ * 

'h Of those in Group A who believe that present course will lead to 
victory in 12-24 months, some believe various forms of escalation could : 
bring it sooner, more surely, and more permanently, with the very threat or 
onset of the higher levels (all-out bombing, limited or full Invasion of 
North Vietnam, options C, D or F) likely to bring major concessions from 
DRV. Many of these would hold that if the present military course should — 


contrary to their expectations— fail to bring victory close, escalation would 
remain as the only path to Victory. ( Thera ara no lcnown arfynaatafi n-P I 

full-scale invasion Option ^ at present, ... „ DECLASSIFIED [fts - - 
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• '% . • 2. Most in Group B believe that return to pre-Tet pattern or expanded 

operations in Laos and Cambodia (Options A and B) would simply fail, at high 
cost, either to win victory or even to bring a favorable settlement nearer, 
and that this is probably true of the other options as well, at a much higher 
level of cost and risk. They also believe that each level of escalation would 
. reduce obstacles and, in falling, Increase pressures to go to higher levels, 
at still higher costs and with increasingly significant risks of confronting 

larger participation in the war by China or Russia. I 

! 

t 

. f 

v ■ 3. U.S. domestic opposition. to any of these measures and especially 

to mobilizing reserves, could strongly encourage Hanoi to hold out, without 
concessions, until U.S. forced to withdraw. 

i 

G. Options in Case of Failure — . 1 

i 

1. U.S. domestic opposition, almost inevitably aroused by any of these 
options, would probably preclude shift, in case of failure, to strategies 
requiring continued large-soale oombat involvement in South Vietnam for a 
prolonged period (e.g.. Alternatives II, III, or VI). 

* 

2. Failure at any one of these levels of escalation would probably 
confront policy-makers with a choice between escalating still further 

or arranging to phase out of Vietnam relatively quiokly (i.e., unilateral 
withdrawal or compromise settlements with minimal requirements on an 
"acceptable" compromise). Critics are' especially concerned about the 
likelihood of pressures to recoup lost U.S. prestige by escalating further, 
and ultimately— especially after failure of all-out bombing or of limited 
invasion~to undertake the incalculable costs of full-soale invasion. 

. , * « i 
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CURRENT mII-tTARY-POS^^TMED AT ^CQMMUN! s T 


)E-AW Ay 


Continue current^ foree levei^and^ressures^ structU r e 

withdrawal or destruction . leaving current GVN in 

in 1-2 years, . but perhaps longer),, !•*£«£ all 

Communist%oroes CVN in po3er. I 


JU-* w ^ ^ ^ 

1. Group A beliefs. And in addition: 


2. current levels of U.S. ^oops, wsts^an^oasualties^- 

at least for the time required frotffew months: to 3 - 1 * years) - 
ar^aooeptable^omes tioally in the O.S.. and Justified byT 
international advantages of victory. ] 

3. No risk of a “ajor dramatic letback.^ba “accept 1 costs 
Cong/North Vietnam cann< JfTg months; or if they try, only 

result°will^be^their^visible defeat and further weakening. 

4. Although ™^ t ^^S“wo3s m S k 3ei/L-X3onths . 

justify sizeable U.S. troop reauc x be possib i e , 

^Srev^ir^fha^ undesirable P psychologlcal effects 

on both GVN and Hanoi. 

5. Preferable to keep "P^J^^aShieveS than^^ accept 
assured, verified victory con or major U.S. reduction in 

SSSs* rx? t?ac»et* r Withdrawals ) . ■ 

I I 

B. Military Actions 

1. Maintain present U.S. fo ^ oe ^^ - b 'united amount — 
Modification ; Reduce U.S. forces oy „ t atnlln lng," 

50-75,00'0" — designed and declared to be merely 
with no effect on combat role or strength. 

2. Continue curr^t mUitary opcrations^^i.ewemph^^^ 

on defense of Saigon and_ other ,citie ^ . alr supP ort to 

and cordons; increasing. V* r , mi utary/ppllcyi efforts 
RVNAP, and re-equipping of RyNAF; military/ poi w, 

against yietcong infrastructure. . ■ 1 
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C. Paris 

t 

1. Let GVN take lead in negotiations on assumption 

GVN will insist on victory conditions: i.e., withdrawal 

of all Communist forces and apparatus from South Vietnam, 
Cambodia and Laos except individuals reconciled! to 
current GVN. j 

2. Until convinced of DRV/VC intent to abide by 
victory terms, avoid ceasefire, de-escalation and withdrawals 


D. GVN 


i. 


i 

/ 


. ‘ I 


1. Avoid destabilizing pressures on GVN to! reform or 

broaden base; continue low key encouragement toward these. 

! 

j 

2. Assure GVN of continued support and large-scale 

U.S. military presence till victory assured. J 

* . | ; 

3. Discourage GVN/NLF talks or accession to power of 
Vietnam elements inclined to major compromise. 


E. Costs 

1. Financial costs continue at current rate of about ; 
$24 billion per year. 

i 

2. Viet Cong can continue to impose 200 U-.S. casualties 

a week. (If willing to accept higher casualties themselve;s, 
VC/NVA could impose much higher loss-rate on U.S.) -. ' j 


3. If 50,000 non-combat troops removed in 
reduced by $1 billion by 1970. 


F. Consequences 


i.969, costs! 


1 

1. Most proponents now predict "victory" achieved in 
South Vietnam within 18-24 months, with or without explicit 
settlement with DRV; a few believe conditions already sub-j 
stantially achieved, settlement possible almost; immediately. 
Some. who accept assumptions above believe victory attainable 
but "will take 3-5 years (some of these still prefer, this \ 
option, some prefer escalation for quicker win,! others sonje 
fomof compromise). 

2. But others (Group B) reject all beliefs 1 above and 
believe "victory" unlikely short of 5 y^ars, or possibly 
ever, by this approach. And they would .sharply Question 


1 

\- 
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II. 3 

i 

I 


i 

f 

i 

whether current costs were acceptable to the U.S. public 
over two or more years, even if victory resulted, and 
especially if '’progress'" were slow and ambiguous. If, 
as they expect, the strategy had not brought victory 
close within two years, once more refuting in public 
eyes apparently optimistic official beliefs (especially 
if the VC had managed to mount. major attacks), they : 
would expect strong public pressure to accept "any" ; 
settlement or to carry out unilateral withdrawal. 


G. Options in Case of Failure 












1. If "victory" were not demonstrably near within 
12-18 months, pressure might be. strong either to escalate' 
or to phaseout.of Vietnam relatively rapidly; i.e., it 
would be politically difficult (though, conceivable) to 
shift to a restructured counter-insurgency program 
(Option III) or to sustain moderate forces (100-200,000) 

for a prolonged period (Option VI) or to set strong terms T. 

! 

for a compromise political settlement (Option JV). 

i 

2. Mutual withdrawal (Option V) could still be chosen . 
as a negotiating aim;. HQwever, the U.S. domestio controversy then 

/ probably prev ailing woul d encourage Hanoi (_unles_s. it w as ! su b sta ntially 

weakened) to become recaiitrant in negotiations, andLto. await J ■ 

unilateral United States withdrawal. . (Threats. of 

escalation could be combined with compromise offers, 1 but 
might be less credible than earlier). I 


3. Unilateral U.S. withdrawal (Option VII); would 
probably become a live option, with strong advocates in 
Congress and the public. Or, if measures of escalation 
were tried and failed, pressure for unilateral Withdrawal 
could become strong even sooner. ; 
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Radical restructuring of U.S. and ARVN int.o small units deployed with 

RP/PF throughout populated areas and supported by large reserve system 

• and improved police activities. ... Emphasis on protecting population 

and neutralizing enemy political and logistical support system. Enemy • 

units in remote areas harassed but not engaged in major battles. Tacit 

threat in negotiations that with such changes, U.S. ! can remain in 

Vietnam a long time and put meanginful pressure on NLF, j 

! ; 

i 

A. Belie fs of Advocates 

■ ^ 

J 

1. Low prospects of achieving negotiated victory on "fade- away" with j 

current strategy. j | 

| | 

2. Few military tactics and police/intelligence efforts can destroy j 

local forces and guerrillas, while holding off NVA/VC main! forces. i 

I I 

; * 

. 3. The enemy, facing unfavorable trends and lacking logistical and i 

operational support by local forces and guerrillas, will find it j 

increasingly difficult to operate and become ; easier j for U.S. to j 

identify and destroy. j ! 


4. This approach is likely to lead to victory — by gaining us control! 
of the population — while present military course, or even escalation 
cannot. I 


5. Given stakes, it is worth trying to 'Implement this approach, though 
major changes in U.S. Army practices required. These will; be difficult 
to 'achieve at best and may not be attainable. They certainly will 
require Presidential and Cabinet-level initiative! and monitoring. 

i 

B.' Military ; 

4 t 

1. Military-police , actions designed to protect the population and to 
cut the sources of VC regeneration and NVA logistical support rather 
than aiming at casualties and gains in terrain. I 

! 

t 

2. Economy of force by concentrating upon populated lowlands and 
highland district capitals, deferring efforts to drive enemy out of 
remainder of the highlands. This reduces enemy main force! 
confrontations until after his regenerative and logistical support 
capacity has been cut. 

4 * p 

3. Conversion of the highlands and DMZ area into an in-depth ambush zone. 
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Transformation of part of American combat support and combat service 
support into light infantry (possibly adapting U.S. Army organization 
flexibly to Vietnamese conditions)* 

. . * I 

i 

5. Assign small U.S. units, supported by reserves and artillery, 
throughout the rural populated areas to bolster a revitalized GVN 

territorial security system. ! 

• ' 

6. Revolutionary Forces and Popular Forces integrated with U.S. 

detachments for greater effectiveness and better morale, equipment, 
logisticalsupport, and training. Portions of ARVN combined ,with 
American units. i 

i 

■ 

7. Major effort addressed to RVNAF leadership problems: officer 

selection, promotion, and command discipline (aim to reduce , impact 
of corruption and bring competence toward level achieved by! Communist 
Vietnamese military) . I 

. . 1 

8. Fully coordinated, professionalized Vletnamese-U.S. intelligence 

effort against Communist apparatus, integrated with military activities 
at all levels. 

9. U.S. forces could be reduced under this option by emphasizing •' 

reductions in less essential categories of personnel. Possibly as 
many as 250,000 troops might be withdrawn over several years and 
more thereafter, reflecting changes in aims, strategy, Vietnamese 
role, and improvement and U.S 2 organization. i 


C. Paris j 

I 

| 

1* Avoid substantial TJ.S # withdrawal or formal ccasc— fire until victory 
negotiated or ^fadc-away* 1 achieved or strategy proves unsuccessful 
(at least 18-24 months for test). j 

1 

2. : Confront DRV negotiators with the tacit threat that the' U.S." can 
remain in Vietnam for a long time, given reduction of U.S. forces and 
reliance upon tactics designed to reduce U.Si ! casualties, f 


D. GVN 


1. Overhaul police and territorial security forces: Improve leadership, 

trai ning , discipline, etc., and try to create an effective territorial 
security force by merging Revolutionary Forces, Popular Forces, National 
Police' and other units into a single organization. 


2. Greatly increased incentives to RVNAF troops, especially Revolutionary 
and Popular Forces; pay, dependents* benefits, housing, alon g with 

stronger discipline against misbehavior toward 'civilian population. 

‘ » " ■ > • ’ . " * * 
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! 

* i 

3. , Strong pressure on GVN to broaden government participation and 
base of support; to promote cohesion of non-Communist elements; to 
appoint local representative, competent and responsive province 
and district officials. j 

* * J 

F. Consequences ! 




’ 1. A favorable consequence will either be NVA-VC "fade- away" or willingness 
to agree to a negotiated victory, or (more likely) major concessions in • 
a n attempt to preempt completion of our effort before VC suffers too much 
damage. j -I 

* I 

j 

2. An unfavorable consequence will be the long time required for the 

strategy to produce a military victory. Six ‘to twelve months required 
for the programs to be instituted, 12-24 months for significant results 
to appear; at least 4-5 years to achieve military victory. ! ! 

i 

1 ' 

3. However, should this strategy fall . short of -the expected success — j 

which should become apparent within 1-2 years — it would nonetheless j 
have improved our bargaining position for a compromise settlement. ! 

, i i 

4. Opponents of this strategy point out that the U.S « forces at village] 

level throughout countryside may make U.S.' presence more visible and 
provoke anti-American reactions among populace. ! 


G.* Options in the Event of Failure 

1. The U.S. ! could escalate militarily if failure attributable to massive ' 

HVA intervention (Alternative I). | 

j 

2. The U.S. ! might still obtain a compromise settlement — - although the ' 
terms would be lowered by the fact of failure. (However, the presence 

of U.S. forces at village level could make mutual withdrawal even more 
difficult.) 

i 

f 

3. The U.S .' could still extricate Itself. (Alternate VH). 

9 ♦ 


\ \ 




IV. NEGOTIATED POLITICAL COMPROMISE SETTLEMENT; 
CONTINUE CURRENT MILITARY POSTURE i 


Seek to negotiate in Paris a compromise political settlement. \ This 
might involve a coalition government -negotiated prior to new elections 
in South Vietna, or elections under proper safeguards, the outcome 
of which may either lead to a coalition government or to the 
acceptance of ..the legitimacy of the NLP as a political party. 

Mutual withdrawal or cease-fire acceptable only as part of an | 
agreed overall settlement. j i 


A. Beliefs of Advocates 


1. There are sufficient elements of common interest among 
all South Vietnamese to warrant the search for a formula of 
political compromise that .would create an independent, neutralist 
state in the South, supported by its principal political forces. 


2. Given the costs of pursuing victory in continued war with 
U.S. forces in Vietnam, the Communists might believe (rightly or 
wrongly) their prospects for achieving dominance in South Vietnam 
in a political contest are good enough to accept a compromise formula 
that halts major violence, even one that does not guarantee them . 
success or makes it unlikely in the- short run, so long as it leads 
to U.S. withdrawal. 


3. U.S. active participation in the search for a political 
solution through negotiation in Paris is necessary to get a 

political compromise, is likely to result in more satisfactory ;■ 

results and, in particular, decreases the possibility of NLP . • •' 

coming to power by violent means than if the Vietnamese were left 
to settle the conflict on their own. The expected outcome of U.S. 
efforts outweighs the risks involved in the U.S. assuming greater 
responsibilities for the immediate settlement and indirectly for 
late* developments that may result therefrom. j ' 

• , ' I ! 

4. Some advocates ooncede that. this process could lead to the 

NLP coming to power by peaceful means but believe that ..running this risk is i 
acceptable. ! 'M 


B. Military Actions 


1. Although this political strategy is compatible with each 
of the military strategies outlined in options I, II, III, and VX, 
most proponents favor continuing the current military strategy. 

They view escalation as. unnecessary and likely to increase the cost 
of accepting a political compromise, and view "small-unit 1 ' counter- 
insurgency strategy as infeasible. Some proponents j of a substantial 
U.S. reduction believe we should negotiate a political compromise 
(see VI below) " . 'I. 











. IV. 


2 



C. , Paris Negotiations 

1. U.S. ' participates in direct negotiations concerning the 
terras of* a political compromise including such matters as 
composition of the Government and election procedures. 

2. Negotiate mutual withdrawal Of forces with DRV only as 

part of a political settlement. | 

• * 

1 

D. Relations with GVN i 

■ 

■ 

1. Use our leverage on GVN to induce rapidly a genuine policy 
of accommodation with all non-Communis£ political forces in South 
Vietnam, such as militant Buddhists, Hoa Hao, Cao Dai, Montagnards, 
in order to broaden support for the GVN in its negotiations with the 

NLP. ! 



2. Threaten GVN with complete withdrawal of U.S. support (which 
would ■ immediately raise the spector of a coup against the present 
teamj or even with unilateral withdrawal from South; Vietnam, if it does 

not negotiate in good faith with the NLP. 

* 

E. Costs i 

4^ 1. Casualties and budget costs depend on military strategy 

persued while compromise is being negotiated. j 

I 

2. After the political settlement is agreed, a ! cease-fire 
would probably result, which together with U.S. withdrawal would 
reduce cost rapidly; a saving of $11.. billion with a cease-fire and 
. Saving the remainder as U.S. forces are phased out.j 

I 


* 

C- 


P. Consequences . j 

1. Proponents argue that successful negotiations, although they 

probably will take 12-18 months, could lead to a non-Communist 
South Vietnam, viable for at least 5 years. NLP coming to power 
by violence is unlikely. ; 

2. Others argue that such negotiations will almost certainly 
take 2-3 years at current costs and fatality levels. U.S. will 
have to put great pressure on Saigon thereby incurring great ■ 
responsibility for the settlement and for maintaining -agreed ; 
politickl structures. Some critics believe that NLP will almost 
certainly take over in 2-3 years of U.S. and NVN w 44 -"*™ evw,,MT - 

incorporation’ j into political life in the South. 


i 


* . 




\. 
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G. Options in case of failure 

The U.S. could expand its military operations if it believes 
Hanoi is being intransigent or reduce or withdraw its forces if 
it believes Saigon is not negotiating in good faith. 


v X. 
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NEGOTIATE MUTUAL WITHDRAWAL ONLY 



i 

I 

i 

i 
i 

I 

Seek to negotiate in Paris a mutual withdrawal with Hanoi only, rather than 
involving the US directly in negotiations for a political settlement, 

I 

i 

A. Beliefs of Advocates i 



! ! 

1. On the one hand, mutual U.S.-NVA withdrawal could give the GVN a fair 
chance to overcome the VC insurgency gradually. Afterwards, it might 
survive, like South Korea, with an acceptable level of U.S.j support. ! 

! • f 

f I 

2. On the other hand, should the GVN and RVNAF be defeated eventually b'y 
the VC, the United States oould acoept auch^a Communist take-over in SVN, 
since it would have resulted from a primarily indigenous oonfliot. The 
principal U.S. objective of repelling external aggression would have been 
met. 

) 

I 

3. Hanoi might be willing to run the risk of leaving the VC to fight 
GVN forces or to compete politically after a cease-fire, provided U.S. 
forces are withdrawing and unlikely to return. The alternative risk of , 
continuing the war for many years might seem worse to them ^ 

' i 

I 

4. Mutual withdrawal could be agreed upon and carried out iwithin three 
years. Indeed, this might be the only important issue on which. we and 
Hanoi could agree. And such an agreement would be the one ; objective for 
which domestic support in the United States is least divided. 




1. In one variant, the United States would not initiate withdrawal (or 
would stop it), unless NVA-VC went along with a taoit or explloit 
deescalation that, in effect, permitted the GVN forces to maintain their 
present partial control . of SVN, and— to the extent possible under the 
deescalation understanding— permitted the GVN to attempt to extend this 
control. (Some would advocate that only under these conditions should 
mutual withdrawal be sought . ) 




a. U.S. forces play role of reserve reaction for SVN foroes providing 
needed air and artillery support, but refraining from offensives to 
broaden GVN control of countryside. 


b. U.S, continues to provide military and advisory assistance to 
GVN. (Under the Accelerated Modernization Program — if successful — the 
SVN forces would have significant manpower and firepower advantage over 

residhal enemy forces.) | 

' ! 

■ t 

2. In another variant, mutual withdrawal would take place | without 


deescalation or a cease-fire. In this case, US foroes and;' RVNAF would have 
to concentrate on the defense of areas now controlled by them, or even 
consolidate some of these areas. I ! 



i . 

1 V-2 

I 

I 

I 

» 

i 

i 


l 

« i 

3. In further variants, the U.S. might seek to negotiate a' formally agreed 
mutual withdrawal, while pursuing the ourrent military strategy (Alternative II), 

or escalatory or oounterinsurgenoy strategies (Alternatives! I and III) 

i 

1 

I 

i 

I 

1 

C. Paris 

. 1 
* I 

1. U.S. would not participate in negotiations regarding a political 
settlement in SVN. 


2. The principal choice lies between a formally agreed mutual withdrawal 
and a tacitly coordinated withdrawal. If an attempt to obtain an agreed 

mutual withdrawal succeeds, it would have the advan tages that: 

\ 

a. there would be a clear expression, politically useful both for 
the GVN and the United States, that the main purpose of the U.S. involvement 
had been accomplished — hence U.S. withdrawal was appropriate. 

I * 


b. in the event of major NVA re-entry, the United States would 

have a better political Justification for retaliatory reescalation — hence 
against large main unit re-invasion the agreed mutual withdrawal might 
give better deterrence than a taoit arrangement. j 

1 

* . 1 

but the disadvantages that: • 

i ; 

c . depending on the terms of the agreement, the U. S . jtroop ! 

!_ reductions might be frozen into a specific schedule — denying the ! 

!: United States flexibility for slower or faster reductions. I j 


d. if the agreement provided specifically for total withdrawal, 
its final implementation would put us at a disadvantage: U.S. troops are 

clearly identified, NVA soldiers are not. In particular, there are the 
vexing Issues of NVA cadres in VC units and of the Regroupe.es . 

* ! 1 

* . j - # 

3. If the choice is for a form silly agreed withdrawal, the iquestion 
arises whether the United States should insist on Hanoi's agreement also! 
to withdraw (or at least not to Increase) its foroes in Laps. 


D. GVN 

1. Try to maintain good relations with GVN, but n| 
holding up bilateral talks with Hanoi. 


bt.at the price of 


2. Give encouragment and economic aid, but don't press; ':for reforms i 
and concessions (except, perhaps, for some territorial consolidation under 
the, second variant above). 



> . 1 j 

3. Consider retaining an advisory team even after withdrawal. (This is not 
precluded by the Manila formula, which Just refers to "forces," not all 
personnel.) 


/ , ' 

U 
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1. Budgetary savings from withdrawals per year: 


I ground 


a. Without deescalation, $3 billion per 100,000 U.S. 

troops withdrawn less $2.5 billion for building up KVNAF. ^Reduction of 
air forces to one-third of present level will save an additional $5 billion. 


* ► 

b. With cease-fire, $11 billion (in ordinance, attrition, etc.) plus 
$1.5 billion per 100,000 U.S. troops withdrawn /and $2 billion for reducing 
air forces to one-third. T 


i 

I 

F. Consequences — j 

I ♦ 

♦ » * 

1. GVN forces, even with diminishing U.S. role, would be able to prevent 
VC overrunning major population centers and could provide strong challenge 
to VC in countryside (depending on deescalation understanding). Under 
strong pressure from the VC, RVNAF might feel compelled to i withdraw to 
District Towns, leaving the countryside to the VC; under these oircumstances 
it might be preferable for HVNAF to consolidate territorially, abandoning 
certain districts to VC control, 

J 

* l 

i ' 1 

2. After U.S. withdrawal completed, present leadership structure of GVN 
would probably change, with degree of eventual Communist influence determined 
by reactions of other SVN political groups (Hoa Hao', Catholics, Buddhists, 
etc.) and cohesion and effectiveness of GVN forces.. . j 



G. Options in Case of Failure ’ | 

i 

i 

1 

1.. If Hanoi refused to agree to mutual withdrawal (or failed to carry it 
out), the U.S. could pursue its current military strategy to obtain a 
Communist "fade -away" or a victory (Alternative II), ;Or it! could escalate 
•or otherwise change its military strategy- (Alternative III, and I). 
Alternatively, the U.S. could reduce its forces while building up RVNAF j 
(Alternative VI). j 

t * 

. I • 

2. If NVA forces were reintroduced after most of US forces withdrawn, U.S. 
could escalate (Alternative I) or perhaps return to current military j 
posture (Alternative II) by reintroducing troops. I i 


3* <Ifi VC defeated GVN, or GVN collapsed for other reasons] 
A.2. . i 


see above point 

i 

* ] « 

• . ' ; .( 








I 
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VI. SUBSTANTIAL REDUCTION IN U.S. PRESENCE WHILE SEEKING COMPROMISE SETTLEMENT 

* 

* * 

« 

Withdrawal of between 100,000 and 200,000 men in the first year and probably 
additional withdrawals thereafter, while seeking to negotiate a compromise 
settlement. For the first few months, however, essentially no U. S. troops 
withdrawn and strategy not revealed in effort to negotiate j mutual withdrawal 
with NVN. Afterwards, preferred mode of implementation is, to obtain GVN 
approval of a schedule for withdrawal and continuing growth of RVNAF 
capability, so as to get down to 100,000 men by the end, of' 1971* Willingness 
to stay indefinitely at reduced level (and reduced cost) to be used to bargain 
for NVA withdrawal in exchange for total U.S. withdrawal. | 

j 

1 f 

i 

A. Beliefs of Advocates 

~ - r 

j 

1. U.S. must remain in SVN for next several years to ! prevent NLF takeover 

based on NVN military force. i 

! 

2. Domestic political realities in the U.S., as well as need to motivate 
improved GVN/R.VNAF performance, require a reduction in U.S. forces in the 
short run. Moreover, a substantial reduction in U.S. forces will make it 
possible politically to sustain U.S. Involvement in Vietnam. 


' 3. Even substantially reduced U.S. forces can prevent an NVA/VC 

victory, though not attain a quick friendly victory. 

♦ * 

4. NVN has no incentive to reduce its commitment to the war as long as 
it believes U.S. support for the war is collapsing. Withdrawal of the U.S. 
forces will lead Hanoi to revise estimate of U.S. staying power upwards. 

5. Favorable outcome depends on improved GVN and HVNAF performance. As 
long as the U.S. shows no firm signs of leaving, the GVN has limited incentive 
to reform and HVNAF limited incentive to increase its effort. 


6. Increased assumption of military responsibility by RVNAF will help 
prevent chances, of collapse of U.S. domestlo support for war. 

* 

i 

7* Advocates of this alternative span a wide range of "optimism" or 
"pessimism" as to. GVH/ftVNAF response to U.S. reductions. Either view is 
consistent with a readiness to oonsider complete withdrawal if appropriate 
response is not forthcoming. j 


^ _ ' , 




B. Mill 1 1 


Activit: 




1 • Withdrawal of between. 100,000. and .200,000 men in ;the first year and 
probably more thereafter. Perhaps going down, so that only 100,000 would be 
left by Deoeraber 1971* 

2. As U.S. forces are withdrawn, the U.S. military effort would be 
limited to the protection of Saigon, protection of decreasing number of 
U.S. bases and substantial logistic and combat support for ARVN.: 

I . * 

. ' ♦ ' < 1 
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VI-2 


3. Press ARVN to take over major oombat responsibilities. Give high 
priority to ARVN modernization; turn over to ARVN equipment! of withdrawing 


U.S. forces; maintain high level of military aid and reduce 
support to ARVN only slowly. 


U.S. fire 


.4. Risk of NVA escalation to be deterred or met by (a) threat of 
resumption of bombing in North with former restraints relaxed, and (b) 
slow-down of U.S, troops withdrawal. 

C. Paris Negotiations 

Two variants : 

* 

1. Limit negotiations to mutual withdrawal, qe-escalation, P.O.W, 
release, and, perhaps, cease-fire. 


2. Seeking compromise political settlement and NVA and U.S. withdrawal. 


D. GVN 


1. Urge GVN to broaden and reform but not threaten to 


out off aid. 


2. As complement to reduction in military presenoe, U.S. should 
limit its prominence in non-military aspeots as well. 


E. Costs 

" i 

i 

1. Annual financial oost reduced from $25 billion to $8-10 billion by 
Deoember 1971* 

2. Casualties decline in proportion to troop withdrawal. 


F. Consequences 

1. U.S. would find it easier to stay in SVN for an indefinite period 
at reduced cost. 


2. Outcome in SVN will depend on whether GVN/ARVN pulls itself together 
collapses, or negotiates with the NLF. There is ample room for differing 

Judgment on what will happen. 

* 

* * 

3. If Hanoi withdraws in response, result would be de facto mutual 
withdrawal. 


4. If Hanoi increases its level of effort, result could be Communist 
control of much of SVN. Hanoi may step up its infiltration in an effort 
to demonstrate to U.S. that its alternatives are a high military effort or 
total withdrawal. Deterrence of this move may depend on the effectiveness 
of the threat of resumed bombing in North Vietnam, a slowdown of; troop 
withdrawals, or both. I 
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The prospect that the U.S. would find a sizable presence sustainable 
indefinitely (because it had reduced costs) would press Hanoi to agree to 
mutual withdrawal, unless it were willing to gamble on "forcing” U.S. out 
at high costs in casualties at the risk of a resumption of possibly increased 
penalties against the North. j 

t 

i « 

J 

G. Options in the Case of Failure 

1. If U.S. troop reductions lead to open U.S. -GVN conflict, this could 

provoke down-fall of present GVN. Depending on further political developments 
In Saigon, this might (a) lead to a reformed GVN with wider political 
support and/or a Junior officers coup which might be only way to reform 
RVNAF, or (b) a neutralist regime and breakdown of RVNAF, necessitating 
complete U.S. withdrawal and perhaps resulting in a Communist regime in 
South Vietnam. j 

» , • 

2. (a). If NVA/VC concentrated their attacks against RVNAF units and 
keep defeating them, then US/MACV would probably have to encourage RVNAF to 
consolidate territory and give air and artillery support. j 



(b). If NVA/VC attacked the residual U.S. forces, j U.S. casualties 
would continue to be high, although less than current levels i 

l 

1 . * 

Under both 2a and 2b pressure might be great to escalate or withdraw 
completely. U.S. leverage to negotiate mutual withdrawal orj a political 
- settlement could be reduced if Hanoi believed U.S, would withdraw remaining 


troops eyen without a settlement.: 


V . 




* ■ 

: i 

i 

i 

i 

i 


i ■ 

i 



i 


4 . « 


J 


I 

I 

1 

! • 




VII. UNILATERAL WITHDRAWAL OF ALL U.'S. FORCES 

i ■ 

. • - I 

1 

This course involves a U.S. decision (publicly 'announced, 
now or later) to withdraw all U.S. foroes from iSVN in one 
or two years, whether or not an agreement is reached in 
Paris. It has no advocates within the U.S. Government, 
but might become necessary if some of the other alternatives 
failed. I 


A. Beliefs of Advocates ; 

* i 

i 

1. The war is unwinnable (in acceptable ways). No 
matter what statistics might indicate or official reporters 

J feel, our efforts cannot resolve the political problems that 
are at the heart of this war. We-should therefore cut our 
losses and avoid unknown additional risks while we can, and 

devote resources and energies to other activities elsewhere. 

♦ $ 

t 

2. The new Administration can successfully explain this 

course to the American people and other nations, particularly 
in its early days. i 


a. The American people will be receptive because 
many are disenchanted with the war, and because many believe 
that domestic priorities would benefit. (Public opinion has 
.responded favorably to de-escalation and has favored ; 
escalation only "to get it over with." If no acceptable j 
"get it over with" prospect is in sight, the public is likely 

to favor unilateral withdrawal.) I j 

j I 

b. Other nations will accept our action because jwe. 
have met our commitments by large investment iri men and 
resources, and shown "wisdom" in accepting the [Situation. I 

* ’ ‘ i 

, ♦ 

• ! ? 

3. It is important to start the withdrawal process now 
and complete it quickly because otherwise — with every olpher 
option — the new administration runs a risk of getting j 
locked in (War transferred from Johnson to Nixon Administration 
rather than from U.S. to SVN). j j 


4. . The only way to get the SVN to try to 'negotiate 4 
settlement with the NLE or to assume the burden of fighting, 
is by credible announcement of actual full withdrawal. 


5. Withdrawal "limits damage," sayes lives, conserves 
resources now. 


v K 


B. Military Actions 

1. U.S. forces are drawn down to zero, with possibly 
exception of a MAAG. 


•j. 
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2. U.S. immediately assumes posture suited for 

redeployment and for protection against enemy harassment. 

< . 
i 
« 
i 

1 

■ , > 

C. Pa ris ; 

> i 

1. U.S. tries to get cease-fire during withdrawal, 
and reiterates request for NVA withdrawal. j 


D. GVN 


1. U.S. says it will continue to help present or other 
non-Communist forces as much as we can. Maintains a small ' 
force of technical advisers. 

i 

i 

t i 

2. U.S. applies no pressure for reforms and is friendly 

to whatever GVN (or non-Communist in ,a coalition government) 
wants to do. • 

l • 


E. Cost 

■ . ■ • • • • 

1. Fastest and surest way of reducing cost radically. 

2. Fastest and surest way of reducing U.S. casualties. 


F. Consequences . j • 

4 

I 

1. Probable collapse of GVN and Communist takeover, but 

possibility of non-Communist coalition government. SVN 
countryside quickly taken over by VC. | 

2. If U.S. withdrawal were slow, spread over 2 years 

or more. Communist might possibly step up attacks to speed up 
departure or to humiliate U.S. But much more likely that 
Communist would avoid risks of slowing or reversing U.S. 
withdrawal, desisting from attacks once withdrawal was clearly 
underway. . : I 

3» Possible very serious consequences in | other Asian 
countries. • I 
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alternative is intended 
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present a broa4*^dnce of possibilities including/ but not/;, \ 


limited to, all of the alternatives now advocated within the Government*;.. -Zach 


to be a coherent 1 military, political and negotiating 


strategy^ ' Hie alternatives are grouped Recording tp basic national objectives.' 

The first three are oriented to-'victoryj t he^nex t tg a compromise settlement, 

;t to extracation. The militdry/^S^arS^i^fs^ 


»ed under alternatives I, 


and the last 

II, III, could be used to pursue the objectives described under . alternatives IV, 
and V. Other options are possibly- based on different combinations of* military 
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and negotiating strategies, 
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Strategies Aimed at Communist "Fade Away" .or'iNegotiated^Victo 


I. 


Military Escalation. 






/>*> J'f /-+ *^£> * m*-/? 

Expanded military operations, from -resumption of bombing, 1 “or , ground-^ , ■ 
[rations, into Cambodia, to limited or full invasion of North Vietnam, aimed at 
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obtaining withdrawal of all Communist subversive forces in 1-2 years with ; maintenahe^’ 7^ 


of current GVN. 


ir; 


Current Military Posture . . 

Continue current force levels and pressures, aimed at withdrawal or 
destruction of all NVA/VC forces and structure in 1-2 years (but perhaps . longer ) ; 
leaving current GVN in power. We would Insist in! Paris on withdrawal |of all Communist 
forces. '• 


' t 


♦ M 


III. Small Unit Counter-Insurgency Strategy . 

Radical restructuring of 'U.S. . and , ARVN into small units deployed with 
RF/PF throughout populated areas and supported by la rge reserve system arid improved 
police activities. Tacit threat in negotiations .that with .such changes* U.S. can 
remain in Vietnam a long time and put meaningful .pressure on NUF. \- . 

' : ‘ * .* 

B. . Strategies Aimed at Compromise Settlement 

IV. '• 


« « 


. Negotiated Political Compromise Settlement? With Alternative Military 
• . Strategy^ - . . i . •■v 

..Seek to negotiate in Paris a compromise political settlement involving 
a coalition government or elections.- Mutual . withdrawal or cease-fire acceptable 
only as part of an agreed overall settlement. 
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*. ■ 
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V. Negotiate Mutual Withdrawal Only; With Alternative Military. Strategy 1 ^ 
Seek to negotiate in Paris ( a^- mutual Withdrawal with Hanoi (oalijl rather 

than involving the US directly in negotiations fcjr'. a political, settlement. 

VI. • Substantial Reduction. in U.S. Presence While Seeking Compromise - 

Settlement . •, • 

Withdrawal of between 100,000 and 200,000 men in the first year and 
probably additional withdrawals thereafter, while:; seeking to negotiate, a compromise 
settlement. Willingness' to stay -indefinitely at - reduced level (and reduced 
used to bargain for NVA withdrawal in exchange for total U.S. withdrawal. 


C. Strategy to Extricate the U.S. \ • ! 

. • ’ ■ ' ’ j . 

VII. . Unilateral Withdrawal of All U.S. Forces . 

This course involves a U.S. decision (publicly announced,' now or latex') 
to withdraw all U.S. forces from SVN in one .or .two years, whether or not an 

agreement is -reached in Paris.. It; has no advocates within the US Government, but • 
might become necessary if some of the other "alternatives failed. 1 
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I . MILITARY ESCALATION A 
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Mab" AT ! COMMUNIST "FADE-AWAy" 


OR NEG OTl ATED n V ICTQjRY" 
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Expanded military operations, . from resumption 'of bombing, or ground operations : 
into Cambodia, to limited or full invasion of ' Worth Vietnam, aimed ! at obtaining 

withdrawal of all Communist subversive foroesiin 1-2 years; with maintenance of 
current GVN. '.'v': j i . 
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■A. Beliefs of Advocates 
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1. Military victory - South Vietnam is 6n its way to viotory with 
the present course (some would say it has "already been won," i.e. assured), 
but DRV may not yet recognize or accept this. £ Even with present constraints, 
the enemy will probably crack within 12-24 moriths . . But with esoalated • 
pressure, victory would come sooner. ■ \ 


I 


j|J 


1 I 


2.' Present constraints allow the defeat ••of the enemy's army in South 
Vietnam, but prevent its complete destruction;: which cannot be done: as 
long as. the enemy's zone of communications remains a sanctuary. He! can,. 
rebuild his forces and threaten again the security of South Vietnam • if he ' • 
is not destroyed once and for all. The military measures proposed below 
would cost more in casualties and, dollars, but' would make possible 'a U.S. 
withdrawal— about as soon as by any other approach (i.e. 1-3 years).— that 
would leave a non-Communist GVN. much safer , in 'both the short and long run 
than any other approach. -ji / ;• 


• The credible threat, explicit or taplt, of unrestricted bombing or 
limited invasion of North Vietnam might well (some would say, probably) 
cause the DRV to accept our condi tiions for victory immediately* , 
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.. U.S. public opinion and U.S; allies' Will tolerate course, ; especially 
' .if DRV proves intransigent in Paris : or, dven'^bre, if VC/NVA fail to de- - 
escalate or Increase activity.. Risk .'of 'strong response by. Soviets 1 or . 
Chinese,; f 0r anything short of fuil ihvasion^ls slight, i .l 1 

■ * * n ■ 

' B. Military Actions 



1. ' Option A . 

t _ . / se ek- maximum- 

resume bombing of North. Vietnam either ! bp to 20« or on earlier pattern^ /<h 
(Perhaps increase U.S. forces in South Vietnam;. to 750,000 or more «£> . 

2. Option B . Conduct air. and' ground operations in Cambodia and 
increase ground operations in Laos aimed, at closing VC -supply routes, 1 

destroying units, stockpiles and: logis.tid facilities. 

' ■ . .. : V ! •< ' 
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3. Option C . Unrestricted bombing, of North Vietnam, including Hanoi, ' 
Haiphong and facilities near. Chinese border, '-’and mining of Haiphong, aimed 
to destroy will and capability of DRV to support insurgency in South Vietnam. 
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Limited invasion 


•S/aS 
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of North -Vietnam and Laos; amphibious 


landing in southern North Vietnam (pcirhaps in, vicinity of Vinh) and perhaps 
move from Thailand into Laos, leading to' a lino of ground forces within and 
across southern' North Vietnam and Laos to the'Thai border, to prevent 
infiltration and cut off NVA troops in South Vietnam. • {:' 
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6.- Opti 


Full-scale invasion .of North Vietnam, aiming at downfall 


of DRV and permanent elimination of North Vietnamese Communist efforts and 
threat to ^foment insurgency in. Southeast Asia; 
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Sept GVN lead in negotiations on the assumption it will; insist 
ccndttietts, i’.e., withdrawal ‘of all Communist forces and 
apparatus from SVN, Laos, and Cambodia, except individuals reconciled to 
current GVN. I " / li 
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2. .Accept no restriction on U.S,. assistance to allow RVNAF to cope with 
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residual security threats after' U.S, withdrawal • 
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D. GVN 
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Emphasize need for stability; suppbrt present governrae 
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2 - J mt not, demand ref orros»and^ ^improvement of RVNAF 
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1 # . Budget oosts increase, over current $24 billiop/yQ^* 
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2. . Casualties increase over current level. (200 fatalities per. week). 




’ 3.7 Larger U.S. force-ievel' in Southeast;; Asia — perhaps neededi for 
Option A, probably for Option B, required for:.; Options D and F--wouJLd require 
mobilization of reserves in the. U«S. ' ' • ?r 


4. For limited or full-soale invasion of North Vietnam, planning 
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factors on which to base estimate of 
but in any case should be regarded a^ 
limits are presently not calculable • 
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Costs and fatalities are not known, 
subject' to great uncertainty; upper 
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1. V of those Wno believe -.that, present, course will lead to . 

victory in 12-24 months, some' believe) various'' forms of escalation could . - 
bring it_sooner, more surely, and more permanently, with the very threat or 
onset of the higher levels (all-out bombing, limited or full invasion of 
North Vietnam, options C, D or F) likely to bring major concessions from 
DRV. Many of these would hold that if the present military course should— 

\ contrary to their expectations— fail ito bring, victory close, escalation would 
remain as the only path to victory. ((There .are noi known advocates of 
full-soale invasion /Option F/ at present/ but it might find proponents 
should 
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2. Most others 


believe that Ret urn . t o pre-fPe t- p a t - Wrh ] or expanded 
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operations in Laos and Cambodia' (Options A and B) would simply fail# at high 


cost, either to win victory or even to bring a,, favorable- settlement nearer, 
and that this is probably true of the 1 other .options as well, at. a much higher.! 
level of cost and risk. They also believe that each level of escalation would 
reduce obstacles and, in failing, increase 'pressures to go to higher levels, 
at still higher costs and with increasingly significant risk3 of . confronting • 
larger participation in the war by' China^ or Russia. j v li 

3. U.S. domestio opposition, to bny: of these measures and especially v 
to mobilizing reserves, could strongly encourage Hanoi to hold out, 1 without 
concessions, until U.S. forced to • withdraw. .‘*ii '•> I 
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G. Options in Case of Failure 
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1. U.S. domestic opposition, almost inevitably aroused by any of these 
options, would probably preclude ■ shift, , in . case of failure, to strategies 
requiring continued large-scale. combat involvement in South Vietnam for a 
prolonged period (e.g.. Alternatives ,IIi . Ill,,, .'or VI). , 
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2.- Failure at any one of. these 'levels .of. escalation would probably 
confront policy-makers with a choice between escalating still further 
or arranging to phase out of Vietnam relatively quickly (i.e«, unilateral, 
withdrawal or compromise settlements with . minimal requirements . on an 
"acceptable" compromise) . Critics are 'especially concerned about the 
likelihood of pressures to recoup lost UiS. prestige by escalating further,: 
and ultimately— especially after failure of- adjl-out bombing or of limited ; 
invasion— to ...undertake - the incalculable costs.-of full-scale invasion. 
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CURRENT MILITARY POSTURE 'AIMED At COMMUNIST, 
" FADE-AWAY"~OR NEGOTIATED ^ VI CTO R Y? ‘ • / 
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Continue current force levels and pressures, aimed at 
withdrawal or destruction of all NVA/VC forces and structure 
in 1-2 years, (but perhaps longer •)"•,. leaving current GWiijVi 
power. We would insist in Paris: on Withdrawal of allj 
Communist forces with current 1 pVN::irt ^ower. 


A. Beliefs of Advocates 
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Current levels of U.S.i troops:;' costs, ana casualties — \ • •£ 

at least for the time required' to. win!. DRV acceptance of US/GVN} V.**^ 
victory (variously estimated:, from few months to 3 -^ years) 
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are acceptable domestically in the U.S., and justified 1 by 
international advantages of victor^. 1 ':::. . i 1 

2 . No. risk of a major dramatic, setback,, because Viet 
Cong/North Vietnam cannot carry out 03 ? will not accept .costs 
of major attacks within next lo months; or if they try, i only 
result. will be their visible defeat" and further weakening. 
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3« Although RVNAP. improvement Is .marked,, it /Cannot . 

justify sizeable U.S. troop •rejduct'ions in next 12-18 months ^. ■&***- 
-"Streamlining" to extent of 50>000 troops, possible-, • 

e ve n— thi s) mig ht have . undesirable . psychological effects' : ; \w " 

on both GVN and^andTr ~~^^-- s 1 .r?’ / . \ . ; "A . as / sj ;•*«# 

-4. " "■ ^ :j}| 

. Preferable to keep up .'current, military -pressure till i; ^ ' | 

assured, verified victory. conditions, achieved, than to 1 accept 
prior cease-fire, de-escalation, : or' major U.S. reduction' In 4 
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forces (even if accompanied b^NVA withdrawals). 
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B. Military Actions 
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X, , Maintain present .U.S; .• [force level. 

; V ' Modification : Reduce U. Si: forces by limited amount , — . . . .. ... 
50-75,000 — . designed and declared to-be merely "streamlining, V V- ' 
with no effect on combat role or’ strength^^*^;//^^ ^ v 
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2 . Continue current military; operations : i . e . , emphasis. ■ 

on defense of Saigon and ; other, 1 ' cities j. r pu - Xt-i-battali o n ^ sweeps, .. . . 

and. cordon^; increasing U.S. artillery/ and air support j to V “ ■-/ 1 iiA'Vff 

RVNAF;, v and re-equipping of : RVNAF:;: military/policj^f f orts^_-----rr 7) iir 
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C. Paris 
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1. Let GVN talcs' lead in ne gotiations on assumption / /' 
GVN will insist on /fet e feo r y-o o nc i.e. , withdrawal , -] 
'of all Communist forces and apparatus .from South, Vietnam* ! 
Cambodia and Laos except individuals, reconciled to / 
current GVN. ^ !: i 


2. Until convinced of DRY/VC intend to abide by 
victory terms, avoid ceasefire; de-escalation and withdrawals. 
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D. GVN — •; I .• 

* •' 1 . -I 

** 'i 

1. Avoid destabilizing pressures .';on GVN to reform or j 
broaden ’base; continue low key, encouragement toward tynese«f ■ . 
, /tfa&a. j-- . , Cl 

I 2. {A^sur^CVN-ee? continued support and large-scale' - i 
U.S. military presence /j 

' j ■. 1 Z_ ■),. * *£ ,j ' • H // 

3. Discourage [ GW/NLE talks ■ or jac'cession to powepf.of / - ^ 
Vietnam elements inclined;, to major C 9 mproraise. •• f !j- ■'** ■ 


E. Costs 




1. Financial costs continue at. current rate of about 

$24 billion per year. v [3:: 

KUSx~r O - :' /<:• 1 

2. ifee t Conpy ban continue; /tqv. imPose s 200 U.S. casualties 

a week. (If willing to accept^hilgher "Casualties themselves, 
VC/NVA could impose ,< aai)a > higher ; lossTrate on U.S. ) CA 

'■ -' s — i <iv ? £ . , j 11 

3. If 50>000. non-combat troops removed in 19»9/ 'costs 

reduced by $1 billion- by 1970*’ ■ ^ . ' ! /, 
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P. Consequences 
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. I iv. { / 1. Most proponents now predict "victory" achieved/in* 

: V -\j South Vietnam within 18-24 months, vwijih or without explicit 
]J- ; rv) ;V;U. settlement with .DRV; a few believe] conditions ..alrc,ady-^sub- y_ 
. stantially achieved, ' settlement possible almost immediately. 

' Somev who accept assumptions .above' Abelieve victory 'attainable 
- but will -take. 3-5 years (some pfithese still prefer this 
option, some prefer escalation; for .quicker win, others some, 

- : fora of "compromise). .. rL . 


. 2. • Btft- bthers reject a&I beliefs above and 

belieye ^victory" xmlikely : short .'of % years, or possibly . 
ever^- by this approach. And they- would:; sharply question 
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whether/ current costs wore acce ptable 1 to the U.S. public 
over twp or more years /^e^iT~fi '"victory resulted^ ssa&r ; 
especially if "progress" were slow,, ana ambiguous^ If, | 
as they expect, the strategy had . not brought victory : j 
close within two years, once more refuting in public ' , ; 
eyes apparently optimistic official beliefs (especially ,; 
if the bier had managed to mount major, attacks), they i : 
would expect strong public pressure tp accept ‘'any" | 
settlement or to carry out unilateral! withdrawal. 


G. Options in Case of Failure 


■ 1. If "victory" were not demonstrably near within ; •!•.!■!".' 

12-18 months, pressure might bp strong either to escalate! 
or -to' phase out of Vietnam relatively! rapidly; i.e., it ' 
would be politically difficult! (though conceivable) to, 
shift to a restructured counter-insurgency program i ;j ; , 
(Option III) or to sustain moderate' forces (100-200,000) : 
for a prolonged period (Option VI) or to set strong terms f 

for a compromise political settlement; (Option IV). 1 .• 

. . ■ ' :i ; • • - • ! .".v ' ; ■ 

2/ Mutual withdrawal (Option; V)* ’could, still be chcjsen- 
as a negotiating aim,. However, thq v U.S/’ domestic controversy then 
probably prevailing would encourage Han’oi (unless it was substantially 
weakened) to become recalitrant in’ negotiations, andj.to: await ... ;L, ;1 ....,,- 
unilateral United States withdrawal.', . '■/ . . '■■ (Threats of i. 

escalation could be combined with .* compromise offers, but-,;/ 
might be less' credible than earlier).; 1 i y/i 

, 3.: Unilateral U.S., withdrawal (Option VII) would v,, >:!'■. 

probably become a live option,! witfc strong advocates in.:.;,!; 
Congress and the public. Or, if measures of escalation 
were tried, and failed,, pressure for . unilateral : withdrawal/^ 
could become strong even sooner.- ■■ , •! . 
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IH. ^MALLJDKM C0T3IJT®- HTSURGEITCY STRATEGY I 
A3M1D AT CObUUWlST^'FW^AViA^'cM 1 

fj^otxatkd > *victory<' — 1 — : — i 


t •» 


*2 


fS d /^ a ^, restructurins of u - s - ARW into small units deployed with 
RF/PF throughout populated areas and supported byC^ge~reserve systeo" 
and improved police activities. Emphasis on protecti ng po^tig ^ 

JJf* 2 ^ n .? logistical support system; Enemy 

° l 'f- a f? aS h f? asse ^ but no P erigagerin-major-battles. Tacit 

threat in negotiations that with such changes/. U.S. can remain in 
Vietnam a long time and put meanginjfuX pressure on W1F. ! i 

A* Beliefs of Advocates 1 

< ' 

r' I,0 J r . Prospects of achieving negotiated victoxy oft "fade-away” with' ' 
(current strategy. | • - ^ 


r?.. 


2. Slew military tactics and police/iijitelligence efforts can destroy 
local forces and. guerrillas, while_ho lding off HVA/VC main forces. 

3. The enemy, facing unfavorable trends and lacking logistical and! 

. operational support by local forces end guerrillas, will find it T 

increasingly difficult to operate and -become 'easier; for U.S to 

identify and destroy. . ? i 

• ** J 1 ** » i * I 1 

* • ' 




*7 +S i ^A aP ? r i aCh iS 1 ^ ely t0 lead t0 victory — by gaining us control 
of the population — while present, military course, or- even escalation 
cannot. . , * \ 


G v ^ n sts k? s > worth trying to ‘Implement this approach, though 

naoor changes, in U.S. Army practices requited..-. These. will be diffibult 
to achieve at best and may not be attainable; .. They certainly will 
require. Presidential and Cabinet-level initiative and monitoring. J 


■ V. S’, 

- ••• ' •>. K 

• *£ 
.♦ . 

'4\ *.f» 


B.‘ Military ‘ • • lli1 ' ••• | . i /M 

1 V ^ litary " police 6ctions designed to protect the copulation and to P / ; i ; 

cut the sources of VC regeneration and EVA logistical support rather! 7 -H 

ohan a i mi ng at casualties and gains in terrain. ■ i : ' : ’ 

. • • : •• I ' G " -t • ''..'X; 

• , ' i * . • I . ■* . » * . , 1 • * . j . - . ^ * 

2. Economy of force by concentrating upon populated lowlands and !jv 
gnlaud district capitals ^ deferring efforts to drive enemy out ofi [ £ . 

remainder of the hig h la n ds. This reduces enemy 'main force I : : •'* f 

confrontations unti 1 jifterjii s regenerative and logistical support , L / •' -7 )P • ! 
capacity, has beeaeutT - . — ; — t . ,• •••p •. I 

! H-M'. . f. 


.*%'• i.J 


3. Conversion of the highlands and DMZ area into an in-depth zone. 
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4. EranCformation of part of American combat support and combat service 
support into light infantry (possibly adapting U,S. Army* organization . 
flexibly to Vietnamese conditions), .* i. 


5* Assign small U.S. units, supported ‘by reserves and artillery, i- 
throughout the rural populated areas to . bolster a revitalized GW ( .. 
territorial security system* '![ ' ! . 

. i * ! • . * v ‘ 

^ I • • 

o. Revolutionary Forces and Popular Forces integrated with U,S.‘ 
detachments for greater effectiveness and better morale, equipment:, -■ 
logisticalsupport, and training* Portions of ARW combined with , 
American units. 

1 ' ' . r 

* t „ 4 * 1 ■ 

. 7. Major effort addressed to RWAF .leadership problems: officer j -■ 

selection, promotion, and command discipline -(aim to reduce impact 
of: corruption and bring competence toward level achieved by Commurlist 
, Vietnamese military). j 

8. Fully coordinated, professionalized Vietnamese-U.S. intelligence 
effort .against Coimrtunist apparatus, integrated with military activities 
at all levels* 


9* U.S. forces could be reduced under, this^ option by emphasizing' 
reductions in less essential categories of personnel. Possibly as 
many as 250,000 .troops might be withdrawn over several years and ! 
more thereafter, reflecting changes , in aims, - strategy, Vietnamese 1 
role, and improvement and U.S. organization. ;; V ! ! 


• *. • .* < 
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■ i 


C# Paris 


1. Avoid substantial U.S. withdrawal or. formal cease-fire until victory 
•negotiated. or "fade- away 11 achieyed or strategy proves unsuccessful :v 
(at least 18-24 months for test)*’/ •' •. 


* 2. Confront DRV negotiators with the tacit threat that the U.S.' can . 

. remain .in Vietnam for a long time, given reduction of U.S. forces land 
reliance upon tactics designed to reduce U.S^, casualties. i | - ‘‘-V'*: 


i . * . 


D. : GW 


1. Overhaul police and territorial security forces: Improve leadership,;- 

training, discipline, etc., and try to create an effective territorial •; 
security force- by merging Revolutionary; Forces, Popular Forces, National; . 
Police and other units into a single organization. ' • 

v K • ' • !■ 

, * . # I 

2. Greatly increased incentives to HVKAP troops, especially Revolutionary 
and Popular Forces: pay, dependents'* benefits, housing, along -with 

stronger discipline against misbehavior- toward civilian population. 

* ’ . . ? - • « , - 1 ' •{ ' •. 
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3. Strong pressure on GVT5T t\ broaden .(^ovjernment participation and* ^ ' ••■ .,.? 
base of support; to promote cohesion of non-Communist elements; to/ ; ^^. . ■•/ 

appoint local • representative \ competent; and responsive province V • / 4 *~^'y 

and district officials. A V • [' • : ‘j ' I J 

.■ " A '■ i ■ ’ • r ^4ei4 

F. . Consequences' ' \ ‘ •; 


and district officials. 


F. Consequences ' 


1. A favorable consequence will 
to agree to a negotiated victory 
an attempt to preempt completion 
damage. 


^t-p 


2. An unfavorable consequence will bej ihe long ’ time required for the i 
strategy to produce a military victory. VSix’ to twelve months required 
for the programs to be instituted, 12-24 months for significant results 
to appear; at least 4-5 years to achieve Military victory. , n** 4 ‘ 

. 3. However, should this strategy fall short .of. -the expected success 
• which should become apparent within 1-2 years • — it would nonetheless 
^ ^ have ^imnroved our barga ining position ( for, .a compromise settlement. ( \; • 

4. Opponents of this strategy point ' out thatj[ the U#S. forces at village 
level throughout countryside may make U.S*. pretence more visible anej. 
provoke anti-American reactions among /populace. ! 

. , . * ‘ * N •* 1 4 ' J j 

■ • ’■ ■ ’ . !•' > j I ' 
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Gj Options in' the Event of Failure , . ■;: ‘ V; . 

1 ' " • ... - — . . •! i 

1. The U.S. : could escalate militarily if failure attributable tcy massive 

EVA intervention (Alternative I). . 

’ * ■ • . * ‘ ' * . ♦ ; *-•' • ’ 

| . ) I . 

2. ..The U.S/ might still obtain a compromise, settlement-— although ! the ; 

terms would be lowered by the fact of failure. (However, the presence • 
of U.S # forces at v illage level could make^mutual withdrawal even xpre.:. ; ": 
difficult.) •: . J . . j ■ * {A aAA 

• * ’ . . « • i i-.f. . { . . ... ! . ■ < ' , I . .. • 

3. • The U.Si' couLd still extricate itself*; (Alternate VII),. ' . , j ' j;y ; 
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IV. NEGOTIATED POLITICAL" COMPROMISE SETTLEMENT 
CONTINUE- CURRENT MILITARY POSTURE “ ‘ 


’ . ’ * • ■ * ;• . • • 

Seek to negotiate in Paris a compromise political settlement. This 
might involve a coalition government negotiated prior to nev; elections 
in South Vietna, or elections .under proper safeguards, the outcome 
of which may either lead to a coalition government or to the ■■! 
acceptance- of the legitimacy of ..the NLP as al political party, Vj ’• - 

Mutual withdrawal or cease-fire acceptable' only as part --of an. i 
agreed overall settlement. • • ; .. 1 ' ; .. V/ - 


A. Beliefs of Advocates ■ \ ' ' t ' 

. " ' I 

1. There are sufficient elements. of .qommon interest among.: 
all . South Vietnamese to warrant the sfearch for a formula of 1 * * * J 
political compromise that would ’create an independent, neutralist • • 
state in the South, supported by its 'principal political forces. 

2. Given the costs of pursuing victory in continued war with 

U.S. forces in* 1 Vietnam, the. Communists might believe (rightly or 
wrongly ) . their prospects for achieving dominance, in South Vietnam j . . 
in a political contest are good enough to !;accept a compromise formula 
that halts. major violence, even one. 'that -does' not guarantee them 
success or makes it unlikely in the ; short Vrun, so long as it leads ; 
to U.S. withdrawal. /,- 

* * *• , '* !■ . . * V v ‘ 

. . •< % t * * ■, ’• *• 

3 * U.S. active participation in .the search for a political ^ ' : ;i 
solution through negotiation in-. Paris is necessary to get a* : ' v / : 
political - compromise, is likely to re'sult in more satisfactory ' 
results and, in particular, decreases the ’.possibility of NLP • 
coming, to power by violent means than if i^ e-JLLetn amesa ware-Jja£t ; . 
J^-CL^afct le the, conflict o n... their own. The ; expected outcome of U.S. ■ "... 
•. efforts outweighs the risks involved in‘ the U.S; assuming greater . "j 
responsibilities for the immediate settlement and indirectly for .• / 
later developments that may result therefrom. • I ; : 


4. Some advocates concede thajtr this' process could lead to the 
NLP coming to power by peaceful means., but- believe that .running this risk is •’ 
acceptable. . •. : ’ ‘ ‘i : : -V v’ :• ';• . 


B. Military Actions : : 

* • • , • ' 

1. Although this political strategy' is compatible with each 
of the military strategies outline i in options I, II, III, .and VT, 
most proponents favor continuing the i current military 'strategy. 

They view escalation as unnecessary 7 and likely to increase 1 the cost 
of accepting a political compromise ,: and view "small-unit" counter- 
insurgency strategy as infeasible; Some proponents of a substantial 
U . S . . reduction believe we should negotiate a political compromise 
(see VI below) . . ' T ,. 
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IV. 2 


Paris Negotiations 


I 1. U.S. participates in 'direct .negotiations concerning. the 
terms of a political compromise including such matters as , ■ • 
composition of the Government and election procedures. 1 

2. Negotiate mutual withdrawal O'f forces with' DRV only as 
part of a political settlement. - 1 


D. Relations with GVN ! ' 

1. Use our leverage on GVN to induce rapidly a genuine policy ■ 
of accommodation with all non-Communis-t political forces in South 
Vietnam, ..such as militant Buddhists; HoaHao, Gao Dai, Moritagnards , ' 

in order to broaden support for the vGVN in its' negotiations with the 

NLP. •' . . • , ■ 


. T I 

.2. Threaten GVN with , complete withdrawal of U.S. support (which 
would immediately raise the spector of a', coup against the present ' 
team; orieven with unilateral withdrawal'' from South Vietnam, if . it does 
not negotiate in good faith With the NLF : ; • 

. : ■ : . i 

. • ar . • . 

. £« Costs .. r j /. 

1* Casualties and budget costs depend on military strategy 
persued while- compromise is being negotiated. y : ,| . 

2. After the political settlement is agreed, a ceasefire • 
would probably result, which; together with U.S. withdrawal' ! would 
reduce cost rapidly; a saving of $11 billion with a cease-jfire and 

saving the . remainder as U.S.' forces are phased out. 1 ,! - 

; ' . • , ... • . ; . ?* '■ • 

■ • i • •. 

' * i’ ; • • • ’ : | ■ ’ * * 

F, Conseq uences '' ■ - 

" • ! «. ; • ' • * ! '• 

1* . Proponents, argue that successful ’•negotiations, although -they 
probably will take 12-18 months, could lead to a non-Commuhist 
South Vietnam, viable for at - least 5 years. NLP coming toi "power 
by violence ’is unlikely. ' -• >■ • 

'• ». > * i ■ " ■ • * 

2. Others argue that such negotiations will almost certainly 
take 2-3 years at current costs and fatality levels. U.S. 1 , will 
have to put great pressure on Saigon- .thereby incurring, great \ 

responsibility for the settlement an J d for maintaining Agreed • 
political structures. Some critics -'believe that NLEVWi-11 almost V 
certainly take over in 2-3 years of U.S. - and NVN withdraw and NLF \-4Zl. 
incorporation j into political life in the South^ • 
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IV. 2 




C. Paris Negotiations '■ '' ' . ■ . ! -. 

, [ 1- jP'S* participates in direct .negotiations concerning'. the 
rerms or a political compromise including such matters as 
composition of the Government and election procedures. 1 

2. Negotiate mutual withdrawal 6'f forces with DRV only, as 
part of a political settlement. ., ,• 1 

* •< . ■ *. i » ’ i ■ 

l [.','*/* j ' 

D. Relation s with GVN i 

; i, i " ■ ■ _ ■ 

1. Use leverage on GVN to Induce rapidly a genuine policy 
or accommodation with all non- Communist political forces in South 
Vietnam, .such as militant Buddhists, Ho&' Hao, Cao Dai, Monltagnards , ‘ ■ 
in-order to broaden support for the J'GVN In its 1 negotiations' with the . 

■ ' • ■" • ' ' . •' ' , . 

Ih^eaten GVN with .complete withdrawal of U.S. support (which 
wouid^ immediately. raise the spector : of a*. coup against the present ’ " 
team) or even with unilateral withdrawal- -from South : Vietnam,-’ If . it does 
not negotiate in good faith With the. NLP; •. ; > 

, ■ ‘ . ' ■ • ;; • I . ; 

. 5. Costs .. : !’ j- ' 

_ • * < • . • | v • * .« , • • • • 

1. Casualties and budget costs depend on military strategy ' 
persued while compromise is being negotiated. v i j ■ 


• . * • . t • . . * •* » .* ! . 4 ■ • . 

2. After the political settlement is agreed, a ceaseVfire 
would probably result, which;' together with U.S. withdrawal 1 ‘ would 
reduce cost rapidly; a saving of $11 billion with a; cease-jfire and 
saving the . remainder as U.S.' forces are phased out.!, i 


F. Cons equences . ’ •' v 

■' " ' 1 " — .i • .rv 

• v. ' ** •. * j ■■■ . . . 

Proponents, argue that successf ul''negotiations , although -they 
probably will take 12-18 months, could lead to a non- Communist 
South Vietnam, viable for at. least 5 years. NLP coming tO’ power ’ ■ 
by violence' 'is unlikely. r •: ;; ■ 

2 * Others argue that such negotiations will almost certainly rj 
tax:e 2-3 years at current costs and fatality levels. U.S.l will 
nave to put great pressure on Saigon- thereby incurring, great 

khs settlement arid for maintaining Agreed . 
political ^structures. Some critics "believe that NLF/will .lal.mbst 
certainly take over In 2-3 years of !u.S.‘; and .NVN withdraw and NLF-\V 
incorporation j into political. 1 life <in the Southv^ • ! • 
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: ‘j . 

G. Options in case of failure • • •••.’ ! 

I. I ■ - IK — -» l ■ I I II | || ' ■■ ' ' ' ' ' 

• •. ' | 

The U.S. could expand its military • operations if it believes 
Hanoi is being intransigent or reduce. '■ or ; withdraw its forces if 
it believes Saigon is not negotiating: iii, good faith. 
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V. NEGOTIATE MUTUAL WITHDRAWAL ONLY 



Seek to negotiate in Paris a mutual withdrawal with Hanoi rather than 
involving the US directly in negotiations f or A a .political' settlement.- ; 

i • • 

1 • 4 i . ■ 

1 

A* Beliefs of Advocates , « ■ • , . . *i . 

■ • 

‘ » ■ , ( * ♦ ' * 

!• On the one hand, mutual U.S.-NVA, withdrawal could give the GVN a ieapr^) 
chance to overcome the VC insurgency gradually. Afterwards, it might— 
survive, like South Korea, with an acceptable*' level of U.S. support. 

• .ii.t ’ • . i • , 

* • . 

2. On the other hand, should the GVN and RVNAF be defeated eventually, by 
the VC, . the United States could accept such a; Communist take-over in SVN/ 
since It would have resulted from a primarily;.'indi£enous conflict. i I The • 
principal U.S. objective of repelling external aggression would have been 
met. 1 • - i . 


3. Hanoi might be willing to run the risk' of .leaving the VC to fight. 
GVN forces or to compete politically after a; cease-fire, provided U.S. . : ', 
forces are withdrawing and unlikely to return.; The alternative risk of 

continuing the war for many years ..might seenr worse to them. * j " , 

■ . t 

, „ *1 ' * 4, ■ .. . 

4. Mutual withdrawal could be agreed' upon and carried out within ihree 
■ years. Indeed, this might be the only 'important issue on which we i and 

Hanoi could agree. And such an, agreement would be the one objective for ? 

' which domestic support in the United States’ Is least divided. ' ' 

— i. 

B, Military Levels and Actions . 

1* In one variant, the United states' would not initiate withdrawal (or. ‘ 
would stop it), unless NVA-^^^reht--a to^ ! - 

daeso alo : tioy^ that ' > *-' in - effect , oermitted pihe GVN forces to maintain fi their 
present partial • control., of SVN, • and C - to ’the- extent possible ‘ Uiider^i T gr- - ' ■ 

• -^eesc alati on-undera Ica i fllT i^, »■ - pc r m l u ■ GVN M fr ? attempt to extend j. this 

control. (Some would advocate 'that 'only- unde£ these conditions should: ■ 

• mutual ' withdrawal be sought.) ... 7’ : 'X— 


i . >**■*»► 

i* i \ » 



! * •: .: 

• i 1 


a. U.S. forces play role •• of reserve reaction for SVN forces, providing 

. needed air and artillery support, • but refraining from offensives to '{XX X' v , 
broaden. GVN control of countryside. : ! X>; " i • j 1 

j i ■ • * , ‘ " : ! 

' • • . • . ; ■ • !i 

b. U.S. continues to provide military £hd advisory assistance to 

GVN. (Under the Accelerated Modernization, .Program — if successful — the 
SVN forces: would have significant manpower and firepower advantage . s over • 
residual enemy forces.) i - : . • 7, 

; -V ' . , ; , , ’ 

2. In another variant, mutual withdrawal would take place without / . 
deescalation or a cease-fire. In this case, US <«' gQi?ooQ ' ^r.d.' BVNAF- wcafed have" 
. to concentrate on the defense of areas now controlled by them, or even 
consolidate some of these areas. . ; — 
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3. In: further variants, the U.S. might seek' to negotiate a formally agreed 
mutual withdrawal, while pursuing the -current' military strategy (Alternative II), 
or escalatory or counterinsurgency strategies (Alternatives I and III) 


C. Paris 


n 




• i , 


1. U.S, would not participate in negotiations regarding a political 
settlement in SVN. 

2. - The principal choice lies between^ a formally agreed mutual withdrawal 
■ and a tacitly coordinated withdrawal . ' If an! attempt to obtain an agreed 

mutual withdrawal succeeds , it would ; have. the/. advantages that: 1 

• ‘ ! • ’ . ; 

a. there would be a clear expression, • politically useful both for 
the GVN and the United States, that - tie main purpose of the -.U.S. involvement 

•had been accomplished — hence U.S. withdrawal was . appropriate. i 

■ * . i • * 

, . ’ ■ * € \ , 1 n. . . • 

b. in the event of major 'OTA re -entry, the United . States would . ... 
have a better political justification for. retaliatory reescalation i-- hence 
against large- main unit re-invasion' tie agreed mutual withdrawal might 

give better deterrence than a tacit arrangement. 

. • . . .. * 

. * - » ' 1 

• but the disadvantages that: 1 

• * ■ ■ • ♦ i 

, 1 1 

c. 1 depending on the terms of the ■ agreement, the U.S. tfoop 
‘ reductions might be frozen into a specific schedule — denying the 

United States flexibility for slower: or faster reductions. 

, 7\ 

d. .. if the agreement provided specifically for total withdrawal,.-^' 
final implementation tfould put us' at’ a disadvantage/: ,U.S. troops .are *** 

clearly identified, NVA soldiers are not V - In ’ particular, there are; the 

vexing issues of NVA cadres in VC -.units and of. the Regroupees. . 

* . » , * . ♦ • * * * « • « 

• . , . * *. ‘ ’* 1 ^ . * # ■ ■ • /. 

3- • If the choice is for a formally • agreed withdrawal, thQ - i^ t ccti on . ■ / . 

••arirucs wliutliu^-the 'United States insist! on Hanoi's ; agreement also 

to withdraw . ( o r a t loaat - not. to ■ ’ Lr t cr e ^ Q^' its- forces in Lao ^ '/;• 

' ^ 

d. gvn - .■ . ... ; 

' . 1. Try; to maintain good relations with GVN,.. 'but not at the. price of? 

: v holding --up bilateral talks with ; Hanoi I-'; '*[ ' i \/\ 




t i 


.2. Give encouragnent and. economic, aid, but don't press 1 "for reforms' \/ l !-’v v 
ana doAcessions. ffixcept j perhaps, ,i foi^i ao Lre ~~terr i , cbra , ^l co:isulii^ LTUr r ' , u;;d ' er " — - :< 7 
< the second var ^nt ah ^ j . 

3* Consider retaining an advisory team even after withdrawal. (This is not V: 
precluded by the Manila formula, which just, refers to "forces / 1 not all 
personnel.) . , . •< - • ; ; . 7 : " 
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S. Cost. 


1. Budgetary savings from withdrawals per year: ' . , '■ * 

' * 1 1 • ■ ' 

' * ' • • r **■ . 

a. ' .Without deescalation, $3 billion -per 100,000" U.S. ground'. • • 

troops withdrawn less $2.5 billion’ for ibuilding.’.up RVNAF. Reduction; of 

air forces, to one-third of present level will save an additional $5 billion. 

. " ■ ■♦*.<«» * ; 

. 1 * . . ■ # 1 • i . ■ | ■ ; • * * ( , . • . . ^ . . • 

b. * With cease-fire, $11 billion (in ordnance, attrition, etc;) plus 

$1.5 billion per 100,000 U.S. troops wi^hdram' •'•and $2 billion for reducing 
air forces’ to- one- third! .' '.’I v< r' 


F. Conseouences 


L • ! • . 


1. GVN. forces, even with diminishing U.S;* rol.e, would be able to prevent 
VC overrunning major population centers; and could ^rnv irio 'S trong challeng e 
• t£s^?&rr^ countryside^- (de pending on de c gualaCToiri und e r atm , idirng.)j>^^der v 
^S-tuiong^g r e s s u re rtim t#e VC, RVNAF might feel • compelled to^wir£hdraw to * v / 
District leaving the cpuntryside to' the VC; un^er^these circumstances 

it preferable .for^RVNAF' to" consolid’ate^jii^ . 

ce;ctain districts t'o^S^contrpl^ 

Z x s/s ■■ • . • ! 

3 . After. U.S . withdrawal completed, present leadership structure of GVN 
would probably change, with degree of. eventual Communist inf luence * determined 
by reactions of other SVN political groups /(Hoa’.Hao, Catholics, Buddhists,, . . 
etc.-) and '.cohesion and effectiveness' of ;GVN forbes.' ; 

* . . * ■ * . ' i » * . 1 . * * * I* t \ ^ ■' ’! * # j ‘ ; * 

7^; •• . ^ *< 

^ 

G. Options in Case of Failure . \ : . i ->•' • 


G. Options in Case of Failure 




' l . • • 1 






1. If Hanoi refused to agree .to mutual^ withdrawal (or failed to carryTTe* 
out), the : U.S. c.ould pursue its current military strategy to obtain a V.v. , 
Communist "fade-away 11 or . a victory (Alternative 1 II), ' or it could escalate 
or otherwise change its' military strategy '(Alternative -III .and I). -/*:*-.• 

Alternatively,, the U.S. ‘ could reduce its forces! while building up RVNAF;.,; - 
(Alternative VT). . . V '(•' * r. ,-'- J . ;.i '■ < ■o';. 


s/ 


2J If NVA forces were reintroduced after. ;.most' of US forces withdrawn, '•U.S. 

I * . » v 1 . . . . . 

cduld escalate (Alternative* I) or perhaps -return' to' current military! ' 1 -;.;;. 

. pasture. (Alternative II) by reintroducing ■‘.troop's. . . • 1 . 


. 3* If VC. defeated GVN, or GVN collapsed for' ot^er reasons! see' above point 
Al2. ' .• ' ’ . ■ * ’ ■;' ■- - : '■ • • 
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X . 


VI. SIBSTANTIAL REDUCTION IN U.S. PRESENCE V/HILB SEEKING COMPROMISE StSTTLEMBOT 


• ■ - 4 ' 

Withdrawal of between 100,000 and 200,000 men in the first year and (probably 
additional withdrawals thereafter, while seeking to negotiate a compromise, 
settlement. For the first few months, however, essentially no U. S. troops 
withdrawn and strategy not revealed in effort to negotiate mutual withdrawal 
with iJVN. -Afterwards, preferred mode' -of implementation is to obtain GVN 
approval of a schedule for withdrawal [and continuing growth of RVNAF . 
capability, so as. to get down to 100,000 men by the end, of 1971. willingness 
^-0 stay indei initely at reduced level |(aiid reduced cost) to be used to bargain 
j^or NVA .withdrawal in exchange for, total 'U.S; withdrawal, i 


i . 

A* Beliefs of Advocates 




■J . !• V U.S., must remain in SVN for next several years to prevent. NLEj\ takeover 

. . based on'NVN military force. ’ ! — .. .. • 1 .! V'-V /. ’ • > 

| *. * , ♦ 1 * * ■ * ( 

j ' ( . . V . I ' • » 

2. Domestic political realities in the UiiS., as well as need to motivated 
improved GVN/RVNAF performance, ’ re quiije a reduction in U.S, forces in 'the ' 

short run. Moreover, a substantial reduction in U.S. forces will make it ; . 
possible^ politically to sustain’ U.S. involvement in Vietnam, \ 

: 3* • Even substantially reduced U.jS. 'forces can prevent an NVA/VCy. 
victory, •• though not l attain a quick " friendly victory. ! ' 




^ • ■■ NVN has no- incentive to redue'e its commitment to the war- as long as 
it . believes U.S. support for. the wards' collapsing. Withdrawal of the U.S. 

forces will lead Hanoi, to revise, estimate, of. U.S. staying power upwards. . . 

• . •' • • * '• : -v. , • " ’■ v - ■ • . i 

. . ' . • . • • . . ‘ ; . ’ t . ■••• 

5*‘ .Favorable outcome depends oh improved . -GVN and RVNAF .performance. . As 
long as,. the U.S. shows no fipn .signs' "ojf leaving, the GVN has ^incentive 

to reform and RVNAF lifted incentive to increase, its ef f or ^ ^ : 


' 6. Increased assumption of military responsibility by RVNAF will' help.:: 

prevent, chances of collapse of U.S. domestic support for war. * ‘ . 

7. Advocates of this alternative span- a, Wide range of. “optimism^'- or : 
’pessimism 11 as to' GVl^VNAF response- to U.S. reductions. Either view Is 
consistent with a.' readiness to. consider complete withdrawal if appropriate v;.-., 
response; is not forthcoming. •’ v- j ;V.’ .. v \* -.. V v 
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• B, Military Activity . . f( " . j - . . ■: 

, - ■ ■ • ' . ■ . ’ ; f < ■ ■ ‘ * l ' 9 * , 1 ■ ' .. 

i J * 1 

■ ■ ■ ■ . . .• *’f, . * [ , . . 

1. V Withdrawal of between iOO, 000 . and; ;20b> 000 men in the first.! year and 
. probably more, thereafter.'. Perhaps ' going down,: so that only 100, CXX); would be 

left, by December. 1S71*. : ■. '• 

2. . As U.S. -forces are : withdrawn, the U.S, • military effort would be 

limited to the- protection of Saigon, protection of decreasing number..of- 
U.S. bases .-and substantial logis'tio. and combat:: support for ARVN. . > 
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VI-2 


3- Press ARVN to take over major combat 'responsibilities. Give high j 
priority to ARVN modernization; turn .over to ARVN equipment of withdrawing p 
U,S. forces; maintain hish level of ' military- aid and reduce U.S. fire 
support :to ARVN only slowly. / 

« * * . 

1 * 

■ 4. Risk of NVA escalation to be deterred or met by (a) threat of . 
resumption of bombing in North with former restraints relaxed, ^ and (b) 
slow-down of U.S,. troops withdrawal. .; 

. • . ’ : ! 

C. Paris Negotiations • ! i ■ 

1 " " ' - - ;• > ; 

' V ' . a * • { , 

Two variants: * i 

' • ! 

. ' : • ' , " 

1... Limit negotiations to mutual withdrawal, de-escalation, P;O.W. 
release, and, ^perhaps, cease-fire.. 

■ • • • *.'•.■ i. • 

2. Seeking compromise political settlement and NVA and U.S. withdrawal.. 

• . * i* « ■ 

D. GVN ■ .-. • ' .. . : . . ! 


1. ,, Urge GVN to broaden and reform but not threaten to out off aid, • 

' ♦ . * * ’ « . . . ’ * ‘ ' ’ . . • ^ } 

2*. As complement to reduction in military presence, U.S. should.:’.: 
limit its prominence in non-military '-.aspects* as well. • ^ 

' • v. : • . ;• ' ' : \>y~ : 

E. Costs • { '* I ‘ • v ; V" 

. ■ i * 1 , : 1 • * * ■ .* *■ . ■ ■ * ■ ■ . * ■ . 

. * 1 *♦ , * 1 * * t . . ♦ - 

' * . ‘ ^ , * * • * * V * j . . ' 1 ' p : / 

1. Annual financial cost reduced from $25 billion to $8-10 billion* by v : . .. 

December. 1971 • \ “ ■ ■} ’ ,C. • 1 * . . .; *• • *. •. 

• 2. Casualties decline in proportion to. troop withdrawal. : 

, • ' • *: • ♦, ' ’ •; • ■ •' . . 

F. Consequences -i ; j j:;; /. — .'^v .; 

. , ■( f ' ". d':--;' v ’.’ : V ' /._• v -i . 

1./ U.S. would 7 " find it easier to stay in;SVN for an indefinite piepiod 
at reduced' cost,, rpp.. V | r\ .■ I • ,/ -ip. V V" 

. 2. "Outcome in SVN will depend on whether GVN/ARVN pulls itself together, . . • 

collapses, -or negotiates with the NLP. There • is ample room for differing . 

Judgment on what will happen. ...... | i''r '' { ■: ^ 

t; y' ! $ ... ' ■ v 

3 • If Hanoi withdraws' ‘ in response,, .result would be de facto mutual •• .: • • • ■■■■ / 
withdrawal. ■ • / . . •■'! ’ * •. .. v ... , . . ^ • ‘.-/V; . ■/ 

4 I /£ Han'pi/. lneypa&og its level of .effort,/ result could- be Conbunist 


4< Han'o i / ineyea-s ^g its level- of; effort, /result could- be Conbuhist •/.;( 

control of much of SVN. Hanoi may step up its infiltration in. an effort ' V. * 
to demonstrate to U.S.. that its alternatives are a high military effort .or * •; 
total, withdrawal. .Deterrence of this move may depend on the effectiveness 
of the . threat of; resumed bombing in North Vietnam, a slowdown of troop ; 
withdrawals, or both. . * • v .* !• ..*■ ! “ 
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* * > ,. * » i • . 

5. The prospect that the U.S. would find ‘a: sizable presence sustainable 
indefinitely (because it had reduced costs) would press Hanoi to agree : to 
mutual withdrawal, unless it were willing to gamble, on. ,, forcing n U.S.' out 
at high costs in casualties at the risk, of. a resumption of possibly increased 
penalties against the North. . ' ; ;; ; .. i ! •' 


G. Options in the Case of Pailure 

1 . if U.S. t/oop reductibns^ead'to open U.S. ~GVN cpnf-lrCt, this could J 

provoke down-fall/of present GVN. ' Depending on further political developments^ ^ 
in Saigon, this might (a) (be ad t o ■ 1 a ^ f 0 rm c d- G VN r with w itter po l i bi c y . 

suonort ari^/ny. a_ jm-ior Pif f' i pf a r c: ^^up-•^d T±urh ^m^^ - 9 ^ '■s 

SiOir&, or. (b) a neutralist regime 'and. breakdown of RVNAP , necessitating 
complete- U.S. withdrawal and perhaps resulting in a Communist regime in .. \ 

South Vietnam. ^ M 


2. (a).. If NVA/VC fc'oaoe ftteraUd .Uieiv atL - auKS - agaa. - ns^ ■ ltvrmi- "Uiu-uu-c M -A./- 

Vcop d ef fi o tl trV tl i u| 1 riwvtoftftf - wn»1 rii - ^- paha blv nave ■ to^ono o ur a g e - KVUAe- ^t$j c '’z 7 J~ * 

consefcrdsCe territory ahd.-Ri V efsir ardrar^lesM^uppw^] ^ ^ 

(b) . If NVA/VC attacked the residual -U.S. forces, UTS. casualties" . 

would continue to be high, although .les s than current levels. - 

... * ~/7 •'• ~~7T' : " ' i | cfr 

Under both 2a and 2b pressure might be great to escalate or withdraw a^P J,< ■ 
completely. U.S.. leverage to negotiate mutual ' withdrawal or a political 
settlement could be , reduced if Hanoi be lieyed U .S . would, withdraw reinaiiiing 
troops even without' a settlement. ; j V. ■ i <- 4 . 
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VII. UNILATERAL WITHDRAWAL OF ALL U.S. FORGES. 


V* i ■ 


This course involves a U.S; decision:' 1 (publicly announced,, 
now or later) to withdraw all U.S* forces from SVN in tone . 
or two years, whether or . not ' an ‘agreement is ’reached in.;'-,' 
Paris. It has no advocates within the U.S. Government, V. 
but might become necessary if some of the* other alternatives* 
failed. . * v , • ■ . ■ . . , j : 


A.' Beliefs of Advocates , • ■■ - s - ! -• . 

■ ■ ’ ~ ^ I? 

‘ ’ * ; • ‘ ! 

1. The war is unwinnable (in acceptable ways). No 
matter what statistics might indicate or official reporters 
feel, our efforts cannot .resolve the political problems that, 
are at the heart of this war. We should therefore cut our -. 
losses and avoid unknown, additional, risks while we can, and. • 
devote resources and energies to other activities elsewhere. . 

. t : ■ • v- i? . . J • ; 

2. The new Administration., can Successfully explain this 
course to the American people and other nations, particularly 

in its early days. ' - '.i; V 

• • •! ‘ \ lJ . 

. * ’ ' i » ' ■ *. 

. * l , ' * m 

a. , The American people, will be receptive because 

many- are disenchanted with the war,* -and because many believe 
that domestic priorities would benefit. (Public opinion has -,.; 
responded favorably t'o de-escalation* and has favored , . . \ 

escalation only "to get it over with; Ir If no acceptable v ^ , 

,f get ; it over with" prospect is in slight, the public is likely ' 
to favor unilateral withdrawal.) ■ v : . ‘ :; v; 

- • . • : * • * I ' 

■ ; • . . . ii . * ' < 

b. -Other nations: will ''accept our action because we ; 
have met our commitments by large investment in men and ,..: 
resources, and shown "wisdom",. in... accepting, the situation. : 

: f . : • 

3. ' It is important to s,tar.t the withdrawal process now 

and complete it quickly because ‘otherwise ■ with every; other 
option ;■ — the new administration; runs a. risk of getting 
locked in (War transferred from - Johnson to Nixon. Administration 
rather than from U.S. to SVN) 1 '. . • ' • ; t ■ '■ 

4. The only way to get: the SVN to try to . negotiate a .‘V-- 
settlement with the NLF or to assume- the . burden of fighting' 

is by credible announcement . of actual full withdrawal. : : 

• . ; . ... . ; •. 

5. Withdrawal "limits damage,"-;: saves lives, conserves \ 

resources now. " v-i . 7!A%: h’’-/ S:--- 


v V 1 

B. Military Actions 


"l. U.S., forces: are drawn down .to zero, with possible 

exception of a MAAG. 


:V I 
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2., U.S. immediately, assumes posture suited for 
redeployment : and for protection against enemy harassment. 




C. •• Paris 


f • 


1. U.S. tries to get cease-fire .during withdrawal# 
and reiterates request for NVAl withdrawal. i 

• • i • ; 


D. GVN 


if 


1. U.S. says it will continue- to help present or (Other 
non- Communist forces as much as we can. Maintains a small 
force of technical advisers.- • 


2. U.S. applies no press 


lire- for' reforms • and is friendly 


to whatever GVN (or non- Communist ,in' a coalition government) 
wants 'to do. • ' ' .. 


E. Cost 




t • 




-*.r. 


•r. 


■ . . , * « ■ 

1. Fastest and surest' way of - reducing cost - radically, 

• ’ . • '* « 

2. Fastest and surest way of reducing ,U.S. casualties. 

. .? / - • \ i. • i - ' . 


, 1 1 


F. Consequences 

■ ■ ■ . •• ■ ' i : .. 

* * ‘ •’ • ; 

\ . ‘ 

1. Probable collapse of C-VN and . Communist takeover, but. 

possibility of non-Communist coalition government. SVN • 
countryside quickly taken over by. VC. ‘ . 

, . ‘ j ‘ .< » 11 ■ ^ \ 

2. - If U.S. withdrawal - wepe - slow:,., spread’ over 2 years^ . • - 

or more. Communist might possibly stop up. attacks to speed, up 
departure or to humiliate U.S; jV But much more likely that • 
Communist would avoid risks of! slowing or reversing U.S. -; • 

withdrawal , . desisting from attacks "once withdrawal was \ clearly 
underway. V . • V v. ■ j . • ; , ■ j : 
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• • 3 . Possible very serious! consequences in | other Asian 
countries. . 
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